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Abstract 
In 2015, a national student organization called the Black Liberation Collective, composed of 
local student organizations at multiple institutions, initiated, led protests, and issued demands to 
institutions across the United States. The student organizations that mobilized occurred at 
institutions with more resources including higher endowments, tuition, and faculty wages. This 
study used cross-sectional data on 4-year public and private not-for-profit institutions from the 
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System to investigate the institutional characteristics 
that predict student organizations that protested. Evidence indicates that institutions that are more 
selective and have larger enrollment sizes with higher percentages of undergraduate Black 
students and lower percentages of Pell Grant recipients have a greater likelihood of student 
organizations mobilizing on their campuses. 
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movements, institutional environment 


Dedication 
This work is dedicated to my wife, Julia, for supporting me tirelessly throughout the years and 
being my best friend. It is hard to imagine my life without your love and support. It is also 
dedicated to Dr. Peter Savastano, a mentor, a dear friend, and a loving member of my chosen 
family. 


Finally, in memory of my grandmother, Arneda Mesics. 


Acknowledgements 

I would like to acknowledge my mentor and dissertation committee. Dr. Rong Chen, for 
your support in and out of the classroom. As an instructor, you helped to give me the confidence 
I needed to forge ahead. As a researcher, you worked attentively on helping me develop my topic 
from its inception. You provided me with invaluable feedback and encouragement throughout 
the program. I am confident your insights will remain with me throughout my career. Dr. 
Kelchen, for encouraging me to dive into the rich scholarly community of higher education 
research. Dr. Richard Blissett, for all your continued support throughout my time in the program. 
I like to think spending countless hours in your office discussing everything from statistics to 
social movements made me a better researcher. 

Finally, I would like to acknowledge Dr. Martin Finkelstein. I recall fondly the time I 
worked alongside you. It was a real honor. I remember musing with you about the future of 
higher education and the most essential aspects of it. The students and the faculty. As a 


professional in higher education, I hope I always remember that. 


vi 


Table of Contents 


Page 
PEASE OTT AB LOS acetate panier os ica Se otha cei Od aS rhe RA il ue leet aa Ne ne le ooh dom tees x 
TTS CATES ah coccinea ie ancatins ag ucanesoa cat ssece sac pe daesedateecaee ss cate te toactus Daueabensaeesitaa eta eee x1 
CHAPTER 
LL troducONis sa eGo cae oh heats seed chan eG auido anes 1 
PEO DIGI FALE IICINE $5 2t cc ctare co scels ice ced ocvcat a tuaton se cialelen cd lates it stata tesesaculeldnded deduces latucetgnt as 2 
PUT POSE cantesas aedsdecvannsat snncatsasacsatiaseatetecsuuatseacads ss vcawtecuncesscacscaadel cancaseenssauacseesancecesuretueecanae 4 
Theoretical Framework and Research Model .0....... ee eeseeecceeeceeseeceseceeeeeeeeesaeeceaeesseeeeeeeeaeees 4 
Research QuesttOns & tesco seeds veces Ws Sockets heise Ooi oki ns do Set ROG fo Seda as Sola Dvn Da 7 
RTS AVE U SATA 5s ye RI oi es lp hs aay ses di eG ea env sce eas das dg tee BO Glee 7 
Organization: OF The DISSELLAION esi eic dears. ei vacyragcoesdeholasdeaybgansaentieouataqeantsewienn eoeaieoate 10 
H, Totheratite RE ViCW ic fat odio oats a eel ends case ee hea eat yaiie ataneua aioli 12 
PE SEIINIOLOS V4 4.ce oscienoat spatascoacantacsacenntedeccueetsnea ait eneadaudcapacasdacedews ef eagtadteasansaces eeanececonteeeentaiss 13 
FHStOry. Of SUUIGEME, PLOLESES, 5,205): <a savers eealeiuscgaisenegdoudiiacesnsasedies al eaessesisaeesaasnceatenuceaieeineeaien 19 
Social Movement THeOrmes cas.cssc20ccicss iets sce niawsted sauenscecae cebedade Leplaceeutes sesadsendeeestecadeinsiacinatet 22 
Empirical Studies:-on Student Protests :2...3c. 54 nwt aie Ae a aes 26 
Situctire Charactensucs 244504. Meee ee aero aii iees Zz 
Pinanictal Characteristics 2.25.50 hostesses aba su tee Mas ieee pialee tyne ee Modan i: 31 
Student Demographic Characteristics .........cceccccesseecesceceeceecseneeceeeeecsneeeeneeeenaeeeeaas 34 
Paculty and: Stab Ciarac ten sues ec. ax ssegcs aye sas secs ces savas toed aes ncedeecdsa sauces scnaeoay back ocesec 38 
Interaction BItects ivcntaeiear ia ie Oi ee es bo 
Limitations: of Prior Studies ...2.40..bAGHee ia Ra ee ee 40 
Overview Ot Riis StUGy tc neuienin ieee AG ante ies eRe ea eed eu eeal ad 42 


vii 


Problem Statement 2.200.554 AG ieee BN Oi RE EE eG a 44 
PUT POS Gy easieseisciweucesaush iveatayansheilasecaderigsaudesessadeey, ovase olay tanwvasadeasesscoes to os sacabasaadeavunsateeeewons 45 
Research Model cisc0cerce: yn ctiaeitgecsieeede Nine cunG nied ey ene 45 
Data; SOUrCE Ai 5 ANNI GAG a cuortannssiss gu teotyeaiesn gece te tuias asada tansed a ate am aes 48 


Research Variables for BLC Student Organization Protest Model and Formal and Informal 


Student Organization Protest Model .0.........ceecccesscecescecseeeeceeececeeneecseceeeseeeeeeeeeenueeeesaees a2 
ULC OMe, Vana Ble scat ius edn ecsenictsatasccgucaila lun ceded enlot ccntascosereuls ign sadness culatesatoud! 52 
InNG@ePENGENe V-AMAD les a3:19schnceos abla tucadaus sa vcactesun secs daascaalel ecqescesaseauacseccanereneteem 58 

Structure Character sttes .sc2sccc4:tcetei yesanes dedeuadelapiaveenved oni euseenasdenededesaeenieedcs 58 

Bimane ial GC Warae (rises a dtu oa hae vas ede Sache pe Oa vo ascends 59 

Student Demographic Characteristics ............ecceesscecsenceceseeeceseceeseeeeesaeeeenes 61 

Faculty and Staff Characteristics. .........ccceeccccesececssececeeececeeeeeseeeeeeseeeenaeeees 62 

RESCATCH DESI SIs. oa5: ssaanavavscstquadeuvateacsdeadeoduchsqegnseeh yeas dans een saeaates aun aatens a eentavaees eee Ola eaees 62 
POGSCT PIT V.S AIA YSIS. 5. 5s c5cshieca set esausueass actus au ae space save es sedncede adesssccacsnecnseeey aclcces 63 
IMEISS11 SD abe ves vcesadivs rs cchasncszaaatebeacee nun yalea secs seas vasasease becealonsuasabens eaneasgenebebecanevent 63 
Variance Inflation Pactor is...4.aGratinviivan eden died Ghee 66 
Corre all On Tests s.6 at crnecsdancasaadamcns ssiaaae se tieadteaada edhe Crnaata gad eat onddaeatemeeaaeas 67 
Receiver Operator Characteristic Gurve iiss ccssceicesasees tuck capancvenecs vend edaavastanQemiactanesd 68 
Independent’ Samples b TSS brsseasie accra vcseedgy acdacedveug tees Susi camancvvaass woes madanvatadetemiatanens 69 

Bihary WOSISHCIRGOTES SION 34. sy c3s.255:0casseecacsdiseecatagascausdetoacddadassaeedaeed aig gedeeedateee as 70 
Multinomial Logistic Regression...........ccesseecessceceeccecseceeceeeeeceeeeecseeeeseeeeneeeenaeeees Tz 
Interaction RICO tse censic scott otk ainda cked cb daviaaeeckeceeab ens stbia candi ot tiated tetheeecindles 8) 

Te URTAT AUTON S 2 3isc de sceptical een es ec Senate eae nila einai aM ad a US hacia i) 
YSU 5c OD cedars Steeple acacia Saat se ee Paces teases ai 


viii 


VMOU CH OM si sésfsccdeiedscestossseeaaelades aashsccadeahenadassencakecdiee caus gascdeedl oan base ossaasea can cansgedcateeahene tease 77 


IDESCTIDUVEsS LALISUICS. BINCITS Sasi 1p ccatscsscalntucgtaseseadiudiuaccondacsdees al eaasasceaseaesaataceanteracaatiansatse 77 
Inferential Statistics. Findings sj sicssvcsecasssegsacenseadceeanaesadea cessdedesnsdaceneves ates sanbadeasnteceua neseateecess 87 
Binary Losistic REOTeS SiON o2.2.es2e. goiter ns Sook ee es aes 87 
Simueture Characteristics 3.6.2 ee tes eevee eee ia Sees 87 

Pinanctal Characters... iia ceSisltssautsds be passa deaeubialeuiavladeis wedi loeu nese 87 

Student Demographic Characteristics ..........ccccceessceceeececeeeeeceeeeeeseeeeenaeeeenes 88 

EMS VIL ESE occsgcss cca cerns euey as nceductuesaraites seaueay egal apcvasd exes ans apssacnseausaaev eine 89 

Multinomial Logistic Regression ...........ceeeececesscecseceeceseeeceeeeeceeeeeceeeeseeeeenneeeenaeeees 90 
Structure Charactensttes 2.12.0 indicia eid 90 

Financial ‘Characteristics 2 s0:28 24 utiala pits d ainaee tenia ane 91 

Student Demographic Characteristics ..........cccceesececeececeeeeeceeeeeesneeeeneeeenes 91 

CRSILI VAL CS Whos wags secesiny Seri ceeanceeeioycnsacaddeuta dy qiisatand eet ae ene eed 93 

TLeTAC LOM ETT CEES 222d cos a ceed case ton acca. 8 seaceliod acest Medan cn ateas uaceol pe cteaets are dnea Soveetd eoaeale 94 
Vz Conclustons:and Implications s,...3casjscsssceees sdcecasdesedneeved ines sedsansnds oc dansadesaaceanesaeteactoaanetess 97 
Tint GUCU OD sexier ie hence etic a aed Ua ual dee eee teria 97 
SUMAN ALY OL PUG 8 sisy oe ica Gass ee pavcccasbvtecudn toavaadesovsadonsundedde iessnunas ver ane vads edeanoasdanebobenaneye 100 
‘Theoretical implications: 29 20 scendesctieelenetad eden esd end teeter ag get etna dele nalee 109 
Implications for Policy anid Practice 5, 2:34 ies sex, uisead oy cena vig Sees dues capencvanss case Medanve Heaateeeaednns 112 
Ensure Equity and Access for Student Organizations........... cc eeeeeeeeeeeeeeneeeneeeees 113 
Support and Investigate Student Organizations at Smaller Institutions............... 115 

Utilize Resources to Dismantle Racist Campus Environments ..............:ceeeeeee 116 
Develop Strong Diverse Student Organization Traditions With Resources........ 118 
Recommencations. for Putin Resear eisai tees rales len Zo cpetlas oars Hace tne racer tase Maree ee 119 
IRCLCKCNI CES 25GB as ET OES IR OO a 123 


List of Tables 


Page 

Table 1. Dependent Variable for the First Model and Second Model... ee eeeeeeeeees 55 
Table 2. Formal and Informal Student Organization Protests From Black Liberation 

COME CE YG Oo AIT ZACTONIN coc Sy sche cae sau gece de got bane sa tea saw tues ac paadoncseccoeeshecasees adeoes a, 
Table 3. Independent Variable for the Model .00...... ees eeeeesceesseceseceseeeeseecaeceaeeeseeesseessaeones 39 
Table 4. Independent Variables for the Model ............cceecccecsscceceeececeeeeeceeeeeeseeeeseeeenaeeees 60 
Table 5. Independent Variables in the Model .00....... eee eeecceeeeececesececeeececeeeeeseeeeseeeeeeaeeees 61 
Table 6. Independent Variables in the Model .0........ eee eeeceeceeceeceeececeeeceeseeeeeseeeeseeeenaeeees 62 
Table 7. Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) Values for all Independent Variables in 

IVETE. st csincistn cu deougtannavcagaatantauassayteceanted ue dactneasnant ead nue hanayreabensaty aateueetonoinaie’eponiaenseuneategiees 67 
Table 8. Descriptive Statistics of Categorical Variables (7 = 1110)... eee eeeeeseeeeeeees 78 
Table 9. Descriptive Statistics of Continuous Variables (7 = 1110)... eee eeeeeeeeeeeeees 80 
Table 10. Cross Tabulation Analysis of Structure Characteristics by no Student 

Protest Organization and BLC Student Protest Organization .......... cee eeeeeseeeneceeeeeeeee 81 
Table 11. Cross Tabulation of Analysis of Structure Characteristics by Formal 

Student Organization Protest, Informal Student Organization Protest, and No 

Student Oro aniZ ae oir Protest accept So. cecpas Sacauesaccaeesssaucaetgoegads desesemiatvaqeaeds escdeagueeneteecnns 83 
Table 12. Independent Samples ¢ Tests of Means of Structure, Financial, Student 

Demographic, and Faculty and Staff Characteristics by BLC Institutions and 

INO f= BIE TASCA OMS vir. 54005 taadioms See Riss eiaugea ee oes andasonan Qu natant gets pS uch duban tention cannes 86 


Table 13. Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting BLC Student Organization Protest ...88 
Table 14. Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting BLC Student Organization Protest ...89 
Table 15. Multinomial Regression Analysis Predicting Formal and Informal Student 
MPSA ALON, POLES 0s cae sat Sas acticinu stock cde cceinsaautosiac ts geass veay ase guancastneadan ave ooessocesncesetaes 92 
Table 16. Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Formal and Informal 
Student'Oreaniz ation Protest 2 x.icptncistn eli ternde ee tae ene ee nea he 94 
Table 17. Interaction Terms for BLC Student Organization and Informal, Formal, 


and no Student Organization Protest Models... eeeeeceeceeeseecneeceeeeeeeesaeecsaeeneeneees 95 


List of Figures 


Figure |. Institutional Resources to Movement ReSOUICES 0.0.1... eeeeeseeesseceeeeeeeeeeneeeaeenes 46 


Figure 2. Conceptual Model 1: Binary Logistic Regression Model of Student Collective 
PA CHION 05 425508 secant Ba taecsusedastens vesdgoasiondeus Sa sesssaa me hintosadansasayes ghosts teaeadadencadeaiseedacastugney Seveasbyas 47 


Figure 3. Conceptual Model 2: Multinomial Logistic Regression .0.........eseeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeees 48 


Figure 4. Receiver Operator Characteristic Curve for Binary Logistic Regression 


xi 


Chapter I 


Introduction 


Student collective action has a long and rich history in higher education. Early student 
protestors in the 17th through 20th centuries were younger in age and wealthier than most 
students are today. Past student activists were primarily reacting against the in loco parentis 
doctrine and discipline structure of early higher education institutions (Broadhurst & Velez, 
2019; Geiger, 2016; Lee, 2011). At the start of the 20th century, student activism and 
organizations moved away from protests about discipline and more towards broader 
sociopolitical issues both nationally and globally (Altbach, 1997; Lipset, 1971). As higher 
education was becoming more diverse towards the end of the 20th century, the victories of the 
civil rights movement (CRM) and Civil Rights Act (CRA) helped to quash institutional 
segregation at higher education institutions and thus gave access to a diverse body of students 
(Evans & Chun, 2015; Rhoads, 2016). Although affirmative-action policies and legislation 
helped to pave the way of access for students of color at these institutions, there still remains 
student activists protesting and calling for structural changes and reform at their higher education 
institutions (Bloom, 2019; Kendi, 2012; Rhoads, 2016). Calls for change by students of color 
still continue to present day (Ezarik, 2021). 

In the wake of the shooting of Michael Brown, national protests have erupted across the 
higher education landscape in fall 2015, and protests have continued with students calling for an 
end to racism and hostility on college campuses across the United States (L. Buchanan et al., 
2015; Glenza, 2015b; Johnston, 2015).The Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) 
administered their annual survey for that year, which consisted of 141,189 first-time, full-time 


freshmen responses at 199 four-year colleges and universities (Kueppers, 2016). They found that 


8.5% of all incoming freshmen students planned to participate in protests on campuses (Eagan et 
al., 2015). In fact, in 2014 only 5.6% of the incoming freshmen class indicated that there was a 
very good chance they would participate in protests, so that number increased substantially in 
2015 (Eagan et al., 2015). Moreover, CIRP found that the number of Black students who 
reported that they would likely participate in student protests at college increased from 10.5% in 
2014 to 16% in 2015 (Eagan et al., 2015). According to CIRP researchers, who have been 
administering the survey since 1967, that percentage represents the highest number of students 
entering into higher education with a desire to protest (Eagan et al., 2015; Kueppers, 2016). 

Although CIRP researchers did not include that question on the 2016 and 2017 surveys 
(Eagan et al., 2016; Stolzenberg et al., 2017), it was included again in 2018 and 2019, and 
roughly 11% of freshmen students planned to participate in protests in those years (Stolzenberg 
et al., 2018, 2019). Furthermore, tensions continue to mount in the nation at large as George 
Floyd was murdered by a police officer. Black students have reported that their institutions have 
offered more discussion than action in support of the Black community (Ezarik, 2021). So, 
despite CIRP’s low percentage in 2019, campuses might expect that number to pick up as student 
activists seek to address hostile racial campus environments at their institutions. 
Problem Statement 

Over the past decade, students have been protesting many different issues on college 
campuses (Douglas-Gabriel, 2015; Jaschik, 2015b; Nelson, 2011; Whitford, 2018). Student 
collective action varies in issues from protesting racial injustices to the rising price of college 
(Jaschik, 2015b; Nelson, 2011; New, 2015). History demonstrates that activism on campuses is 
not likely to go away any time soon (Altbach, 1997; Altbach & Cohen, 1990; Flowers, 2020; 


Lipset, 1971; Mclean, 2020; Pettit, 2020). 


Although student collective action issues have changed over the years, several factors 
appear to be consistent. First, research demonstrates that student protests primarily happen at 
similar institutions that are larger, more selective, and prestigious (R. A. Ferguson, 2017; 
Johnston, 2015). Second, student organizations are often the vehicles for student collective 
action (Altbach, 1997; Klemenéié, 2014; Klemen¢éié & Park, 2018). An example of both factors 
at play is the national protests that occurred in 2015. Protests occurred at larger and more elite 
institutions such as Princeton, Harvard, Yale, and University of California, Berkeley (Adams, 
2017; Jaschik, 2015b). The national protests were led by a student organization that was called 
the Black Liberation Collective (BLC). The BLC collected and supported the demands from 
students protesting at those institutions (Glenza, 2015a, 2015b; Black Liberation Collective, 
n.d.). Despite evidence that many protests continue to happen in certain institutional 
environments, the relationship between institutional characteristics and student organization 
protests is still not understood well. 

Previous empirical studies have found certain institutional characteristics such as size and 
selectivity to be predictors of student collective action (Asal et al., 2017; Astin et al., 1975; D. J. 
Baker & Blissett, 2018; Barnhardt, 2015; Bayer, 1971; Blau & Slaughter, 1971; Kahn & Bowers, 
1970; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969; Van Dyke, 1998; Van Dyke et al., 2007). There are only a 
handful of recent studies that have engaged in institutional characteristics and student protests 
(Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Byrd et al., 2019). Many of the studies reported 
similar results as past studies. However, researchers did not investigate how resource or financial 
factors may relate to student collective action specifically in student organizations that mobilize. 
Researchers were often controlling for institutional characteristics and not necessarily testing the 


relationship between the institutional environment and student organizations that mobilized. The 


inclusion of student organizations to student collective action is a unique contribution the current 
study aims to contribute to the field. While researchers have found certain institutional factors to 
be significant, no study has attempted to systematically and theoretically understand the 
relationship between institutional characteristics and student organizations that mobilize. 
Purpose 

Resource mobilization theory (RMT) is a theory developed in social movement studies. 
RMT postulates that organizations will likely mobilize when they have adequate resources 
(Edwards, 2014; McCarthy & Zald, 1977). The theoretical mechanism of RMT postulates that 
more environmental resources mean more resources to a movement sector. The more resources 
to a movement sector mean the more likely that a movement sector can mobilize (McCarthy & 
Zald, 1977). Utilizing BLC student organizations that protested or not as my outcome variable 
tests a specific mechanism through which RMT would operate to convert institutional resources 
to movement resources within the student activist context. 

The purpose of the current study is to test RMT and use a conceptual framework 
integrating RMT to obtain a better understanding of the relationship between institutional 
characteristics and student organization mobilization on two models (McCarthy & Zald, 1977). 
My study sought to understand to what extent resource factors such as structural, financial, 
student demographic characteristics, and faculty and staff characteristics are associated with 
student organization protests. 

Theoretical Framework and Research Model 

Many of the student protests throughout higher education have been organized by student 

organizations (Altbach, 1997; Klemenéié, 2014; Klemenéié & Park, 2018). Student organizations 


have been defined as collectivities of students who autonomously govern themselves on 


campuses (Klemen¢ié, 2020). These student collectives are either institutionally recognized or 
they are not. 

RMT is a major social movement theory that attempts to explain how organizations 
protest and mobilize (Edwards, 2014; McCarthy & Zald, 1977). Although RMT postulates that 
organizations are more likely to mobilize when they obtain adequate resources, there are only a 
handful of studies that test social movement theories on the quantitative end in the student 
collective action literature (Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Blissett et al., 2020; 
Van Dyke, 2003). Previous studies tested grievance theory, which postulates that external 
pressure may push students into collective action (Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; 
Blissett et al., 2020). One study attempted to test RMT but ultimately could not since their 
outcome variable did not account for student organizations (Asal et al., 2017). This present study 
accounted for that. Despite the limited use of social movement theories in quantitative studies in 
higher education, much of the literature indicates that factors from the institutional, student, and 
faculty and staff characteristics are important predictors of student collective action (Asal et al., 
2017; Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Byrd et al., 2019; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 
1998). 

A contribution to this area of study would be the implementation of a conceptual model 
and testing of a social movement theory such as RMT. Many of the previous studies did not test 
social movement theories when examining institutional factors and student protests because they 
were utilizing institutional characteristics as controls (Astin et al., 1975; Blau & Slaughter, 1971; 
Byrd et al., 2019; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969; Zilvinskis et al., 2020). By examining the 
findings in the literature and drawing on Berger’s (2000) structural-demographics model, I have 


created a conceptual framework using RMT to help systematically and theoretically understand 


the relationship between resource factors and student organization mobilization (Berger, 2000; 
Berger & Milem, n.d.; Chen, 2012; Fine, 2012; McCarthy & Zald, 1977). It helped me examine 
the resource factors that predict student organization protests. The framework is grounded in 
distinguishing four resource factors of structural, financial, student demographics, and faculty 
and staff characteristics and their association with student organization mobilization. The 
Integrated Postsecondary Education System (IPEDS) national data was used along with a 
national data set from the BLC (Black Liberation Collective, 2016). IPEDS collects survey and 
institutional level data from all postsecondary institutions. 

To test RMT, I focused on the national protests led by the Black Liberation Collective 
(BLC) student organization in 2015 (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). The BLC is a national 
student organization composed of Black students at numerous institutions. The student 
organization was active in 2015-16 and was funded by Netroots Foundation (New Black 
Nationalism, n.d.). Researchers have noted that the national student organization represented the 
biggest increase in student collective action since the 1960s (Chessman & Wayt, 2016; Eagan et 
al., 2015). The purpose of the BLC was to build infrastructure for Black students domestically 
and globally to make campuses safe for Black students (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). 
Besides being an influential social movement in higher education, the student organizations that 
belonged to the BLC protested on wealthier, larger, and more prestigious campuses with more 
resources. 

This study estimated two models on testing the relationship between institutional factors 
and student organization protests. The first model was a binary logistic regression that 
investigated the relationship between institutional characteristics and student collective action. 


Specifically, the dichotomous outcome variable measures whether an institution had any student 


protests (through formal or informal student organizations) that mobilized and were a part of the 
Black Liberation Collective (BLC). Since both formal and informal student organizations receive 
different funding from their respective institutions (Klemen¢cié, 2020), in the second model, I 
further estimated a multinomial logistic regression to better understand that relationship. The 
outcome variable for that model differentiated between formal and informal student 
organizations that protested and those that did not as the reference group. This outcome assisted 
me in better understanding to what extent there were differences between resource factors and 
these types of organizations. 
Research Questions 
This study aimed to answer the following questions: 
1. To what extent do institutional resource factors, including structure, finance, student 
demographic characteristics, and faculty and staff characteristics, relate to student 
organization protests among four-year institutions in the United States? 
2. To what extent do those resource factors relate to student protests through formal student 
organizations, and through informal student organizations, as compared with institutions 
that do not contain student protests? 
Significance 

On the one hand, creating engaged and democratic citizens is one of the essential 
missions in higher education; administrators, faculty, and stakeholders may want to understand if 
certain institutional characteristics predict the likelihood of collective action occurring on college 
campuses (Lattuca & Stark, 2011). This information would assist administrators and faculty in 
better understanding which resources would help aid that mission end. Of course, in declaring 


that I realize proponents of the previous body of research may understand the connection 


between institutional characteristics and student organization protests to be one of preventing or 
combatting future protests from occurring. I realize there is a certain risk in examining this 
relationship and that this interpretation may surface. Investigating resource factors and student 
mobilization may assist in better understanding which institutional environments are likely to 
furnish student voice and activism. In fact, there is a body of literature that investigates the 
relationship between student activism and civic engagement in terms of examining their impact 
on learning outcomes (Biddix, 2014), which institutional and student characteristics affect it 
(Lott, 2013), how activists develop their socially progressive values (Korgan et al., 2018), and 
finally how activist behaviors and student backgrounds relate (Morgan et al., 2019). Studies on 
student activism and protest found that student and administrator actions supported democratic 
aims and student development (Biddix, 2014; Biddix et al., 2009). These results matter greatly if 
higher education administrators and stakeholders are concerned with understanding which 
environments are conducive for student organization mobilization. 

On the other hand, however, there is a growing body of literature that explores the 
negative side of student activism as it pertains to students of color at predominantly white 
institutions (PWIs). The bulk of the BLC student organizations in this study mobilized at PWIs. 
Studies reported that students experience activist burnout and racial battle fatigue as well as a 
desire to simply be students at these campuses (Givens, 2016; Gorski, 2019; Linder et al., 2019). 
Furthermore, researchers have shown that there is an “invisible tax” students of color pay in 
terms of mental, physical, and emotional resources that they pour into activist movements to 
address the oppressive campus environments they belong to (Givens, 2016). Activists wind up 
confronting issues of racism and institutional oppression during their college careers and exerting 


unpaid labor towards changing oppressive climates that continue to prevail at these institutions 


(Linder et al., 2019). Therefore, student activists lose out on traditional student activities that are 
considered educationally beneficial and instead spend their time attempting to quell these toxic 
environments (Linder et al., 2019). For students of color who engage in activism against hostile 
racial climates, administrators, faculty, and stakeholders may want to better understand what 
institutional environments predict student organization mobilization. It is important to better 
understand the institutional environment and make changes to alleviate the burden of activism 
for students who simply want to be students at these institutions (Givens, 2016; Linder et al., 
2019). 

There is also the fact that student collective action can be directed towards the institutions 
they attend. The collective action movement I am investigating, the BLC (Black Liberation 
Collective, n.d.), belongs precisely to this category. As Charles H. F. Davis III (2019) mentioned 
at the end of his study on student activism on campuses, civic engagement and activism have 
been at the heart of understanding central issues in higher education (C. H. F. Davis, 2019). 
Particularly, it has helped to expose and raise issues of racial and ethnic minorities and other 
marginalized groups on campuses. In the case of the BLC in 2015, Black student organizations 
felt like they had to protest against their institutions to address microaggressions and racial 
injustices (Jaschik, 2015b; Black Liberation Collective, n.d.; Simon, 2015; Turner, 2020). 
Unfortunately, the other side of that picture is that Black student activists have also experienced 
burnout and fatigue for needing to be the catalysts for change at these hostile racist environments 
(Gorski, 2019). To that end, it could be argued that institutions should bear the brunt of the 
responsibility for implementing change in these hostile institutional environments and not 


student activists. 


Since the evidence seems to suggest that these institutional characteristics are relatively 
stable over time and likely to influence student organizations that protest, administrators may 
want to understand the reason this relationship is occurring at these particular institutional 
environments (Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018). By examining the relationship 
between institutional characteristics and student collective action, this study offers a unique 
contribution that will add to our knowledge base of studies in this area. Additionally, this study 
may allow us to better understand how environmental resources translate to student movement 
resources for mobilization. My study may assist in better understanding the role institutional 
environments play in student organization protests. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

Research demonstrates that institutional characteristics are important in predicting 
student collective action (Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Van Dyke, 1998). 
Wealthier, and more elite higher education institutions were found to contain more student 
protests than other institutions (Altbach & Cohen, 1990; Flacks, 1967; Van Dyke, 1998). 
Reviewing what institutions appeared on the BLC’s student protest demand list in 2015 (Black 
Liberation Collective, n.d.), reveals that there is overlap to what previous studies suggested (Van 
Dyke, 1998). However, previous empirical studies did not investigate systematically and 
theoretically the relationship between institutional characteristics as resource factors and student 
organization protests. This study aims to understand what institutional characteristics are more 
predictive of student organization protests than others. 

Chapter I introduces the topic of institutional characteristics and student collective action 
as well as the purpose and significance of the study. Chapter II features a literature review on the 


topic. I define key terminology, discuss the historical significance and context of student 


collective action, expound the relevant social movement theories, and review empirical studies 
on institutional characteristics and student collective action. I conclude that chapter with remarks 
on the limitations of studies. Additionally, I propose a conceptual model for the study. Chapter 
If contains an exposition on the methods and research design of the study. I elaborate on the two 
national datasets and criteria for my sample, the variables I selected for the study, and how I 
dealt with missing data. I elaborate on how I conducted data management, diagnosed and 
addressed multicollinearity issues, and the methods I utilized and the purpose for them. The 
results are presented and analyzed in Chapter IV. Finally, Chapter V contains a discussion and 


conclusion of the results and recommendations for future research. 
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Chapter IT 


Literature Review 


In studies on student collective action, there are some institutional characteristics that 
predict student protests in higher education. However, there is a need to synthesize research 
findings to better understand the relationship of the predictors to student collective action. 
Particularly, it is uncertain what, if any, relationship there is between institutional characteristics 
and student organizations that mobilize. Developing a conceptual model that aims to understand 
this relationship could be used for future research on student collective action. 

The purpose of this literature review is twofold: first, to review and systematically 
understand the institutional characteristics that predict student collective action and second, to 
propose a conceptual model for the present study. 

This literature review examines the topic on institutional characteristics and student 
collective action. First, I provide definitions for important terminology and technical terms for 
this area of study. Second, I briefly survey the history of student collective action in higher 
education. Next, I introduce social movement theories that have been used in both the literature 
and the discipline to understand student collective action. After, I review and examine empirical 
studies that connect institutional characteristics and student collective action. I breakdown these 
studies into the following categories: structure, financial, student demographic characteristics, 
and faculty and staff characteristics. Finally, I identify the gaps in the literature and propose a 


conceptual framework. 
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Terminology 


The three important terms in the literature on student protests are student activism, 
student collective action, and student organizations. Student activism is largely synonymous 
with student protests (Klemencié, 2020). It refers to student engagement, expression, and action 
based on concerns for local or broad sociopolitical issues (Broadhurst & Velez, 2019; 
Klemenéié, 2020; Klemenéié & Park, 2018). Student activism may also refer to individual or 
collective actions, and they may be either short-lived one-off events or more durable. Durable 
protests may imply that students form a collective identity like the brief I, Too, Am (ITA) 
movement or longer social movements such as Occupy Wall Street (OWS). Many of these 
protests involved student organizations. Student organizations have the potential to transform 
into student movements by employing informal and formal networks that consist of a collectivity 
of students focused on similar goals (Klemenéié, 2020; Klemenéié & Park, 2018). 

Studies on student activism examine different types of protests such as sit-ins, issuance of 
demands, hunger strikes, and other forms of demonstration, and these types of protests represent 
collective action efforts (Asal et al., 2017; Bloom, 2019; Byrd et al., 2019; Rhoads, 2016) 
Student collective action emphasizes the collective aspect of student activism (Klemencié & 
Park, 2018). It is when organized collectivities are engaged through various political means 
aimed at opposing or holding authorities accountable (Klemen¢éié & Park, 2018). In short, 
student collective action is subsumed under student activism when it is a collective or 
organization of people organized around sociopolitical issues. It is not, on the other hand, 
singular or individual participation. In that regard, student collective action and student activism 


are sometimes used as synonyms for protests in the literature (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; 
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Edwards, 2014; Klemencié & Park, 2018). For the remainder of this chapter, I use the terms of 
student activism and student collective action synonymously. 

Finally, an underutilized term in the literature is student organizations. Student 
organizations have had a rich legacy of student activism in higher education (Altbach, 1997; 
Boren, 2019; Lipset, 1971). Student organizations are perennial or short-lived collectivities 
composed of students who autonomously govern and manage organizations (Klemen¢i¢, 2020). 
Student organizations can run the gamut of being either formal or informal. Formal organizations 
comprise student government associations (SGA), Black student unions, academic clubs, student 
newspaper organizations, or any other formalized student organizations that are recognized and 
legitimized by the institution they belong to (Broadhurst & Velez, 2019). On the other hand, 
informal organizations can be anything from a short-lived student group to a biweekly bingo 
group that meets on campus. The difference being informal organizations are not recognized or 
formally legitimatized by the institutions. Such informal organizations may not receive any 
funding or resources from the institution because they are not formalized (Klemenéié, 2020). On 
the other hand, formal student organizations may have the advantage of having institutional 
financial resources at their disposal. Additionally, as long as formal student organizations 
continue to register and comply with institutional policies and procedures of their organizational 
classification they will remain in good standing (Kuk et al., 2007). 

It is important to understand how student organizations are funded by their institutions. 
At many higher education institutions there exists a student governance body that permits student 
organizations to oversee fee money distribution through procedural measures as well as to 
regulate their organizations (Miles et al., 2008). In the case of formal student organizations, 


authorities and student affairs officials provide funding and other material resources as well as 
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structural norms that may constrain student organizations’ autonomy (Klemencié & Park, 2018). 
These structural constraints on student collectivities within formal organizations include policies, 
procedures, and the need to fill official positions within the student organization such as 
secretary, treasurer, vice president, and president. The secretary may organize, plan, and 
schedule events for the organization; the treasurer may be responsible for handling the 
organization’s money resources; the vice president is second in charge; and the president is the 
leader of the organization. It is difficult to generalize about where funding for student 
organizations derives from since higher education institutions vastly differ, and there exists little 
research on the topic (Kuk et al., 2007). One qualitative study that examined the ways student 
organizations provide spaces for Black identity expression and development briefly touched on a 
funding issue from an interview they conducted with a student association member from a 
flagship institution (Harper & Quaye, 2007). The student mentioned that Black organizations at 
their institution tended to be underfunded because they do not have representation and are not 
invited to attend the meeting when funds are allocated (Harper & Quaye, 2007). They stated 
distribution of funds happens at the beginning of the year (Harper & Quaye, 2007). 

On the other hand, there are numerous strands of research pertaining to student 
organizations in higher education. Research on student organizations focuses on several areas of 
inquiry including leadership (Astin, 1993, p. 199; Renn, 2007; Rosch, 2017; Rosch & Collins, 
2017), student involvement (Astin, 1999), retention (Lau, 2003; Tinto, 1999), as venues of 
expression and racial identity (M. Davis, 2017; Harper & Quaye, 2007), achievement and 
satisfaction (Yin & Lei, 2007), and civic outcomes (Biddix, 2014; Biddix et al., 2009; Miles et 
al., 2008). There are several studies that investigate student activist development of values and 


behaviors but not many that examine student collective action in protesting organizations or 
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funding of student organizations (M. Davis, 2017; Korgan et al., 2018; Kuk et al., 2007; Lott, 
2013). 

My study examines formal and informal student organizations that were involved in the 
national protests in 2015. Those formal and informal student organizations that protested were 
members of the national student organization called the Black Liberation Collective (BLC). The 
BLC was a national student organization that comprised a decentralized and autonomous 
network of 86 student organizations that issued protest demands at their respective institutions in 
2015 (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). An activist organization called We the Protestors 
started compiling local, regional, and national demands to empower and connect student 
organizations across the United States and to underscore the interconnectedness of the protest 
demands that were being issued across the country (We The Protestors, 2015). Those student 
organizations were connected and given a space to unite on the Black Liberation Collective’s 
(BLC) website and other social media outlets. We the Protestors stated the BLC formed within 
the context of the Ferguson uprising and nationwide protest movement following the murder of 
Michael Brown by a police office (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.; Black Liberation 
Collective, 2016). The BLC stated the demands website serves as a resource for communities 
fighting for equity and justice (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). 

During the fall semester of 2015, higher education institutions experienced the biggest 
increase in student collective action since the 1960s (Chessman & Wayt, 2016; Eagan et al., 
2015). The catalyst for mass mobilization and Black student movement participation may have 
been when Michael Brown was unarmed and shot and killed by a police officer in August 2014 
(L. Buchanan et al., 2015; Turner, 2020). The national organization described themselves as a 


collective of a Black students whose purpose is to transform the direction of higher education 
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through unity, coalition building, direct action, and political education (Black Liberation 
Collective, n.d.). The organization was a fiscally sponsored project by the Netroots Foundation 
(Black Liberation Collective, n.d.; New Black Nationalism, n.d.). 

Since the BLC student organization was funded by the Netroots Foundation, it is 
important to understand the type of organization that partnered with the BLC. The Netroots 
Foundation is a nonprofit organization; their mission is to advance values of justice, equality, and 
community in the political conversation in America (Netroots Foundation, n.d.). To obtain fiscal 
sponsorship from the Netroots Foundation, organizations must enter into a legal agreement. The 
legal arrangement allows organizations not recognized as nonprofits to indirectly receive 
donations and services from the foundation (Netroots Foundation, n.d.). As per the legal 
agreement, the Netroots Foundation charges a percentage-based service fee for every donation 
received (Netroots Foundation, n.d.). In addition, the organization offers services for 
organizations it partners with; these services include financial administration, human resource 
management, governance and compliance services, and a plethora of benefits from other 
Netroots Foundation programs (Netroots Foundation, n.d.). Although it is unclear how much the 
Netroots Foundation spent or contributed to the BLC, a quick glance at their tax statement of 
functional expenses for fiscally sponsored projects in 2015 filing year reveals they spent 
$416,975 (Netroots Foundation, 2015). It appears the BLC’s website domain is still functional 
even though the organization no longer appears to be active (New Black Nationalism, n.d.). 
There are several resources for protestors on the BLC’s website such as electronic registration 
forms for conference calls, electronic registration forms for actions, a demands tool kit, a 
direction action planning manual, two templates for fliers that are 600x600jpg and 1159x1500jpg 


(#StudentBlackOut, n.d.). The demands tool kit and the direct action planning manuals provide 
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potential protestors with information on recruitment, organizing and planning, mobilizing, event 
logistics, program communication, security, media, and staff and decision making information 
(#StudentBlackOut, n.d.). It is unclear on whether these resources were provided by the Netroots 
Foundation or not. 

There were two national actions held by the BLC on November 18, 2015, and December 
3, 2015 (Brown, 2015; Simon, 2015). To garner support for these actions, they held several 
national conference calls. The first national conference call was held on November 15, 2015, at 
10:00 p.m. EST, and 298 guests attended (#StudentBlackOut Conference Call I, 2015). The 
purpose of the call was to explain the #StudentBlackOut initiative that called for student 
organizations to mobilize against institutional racism and advocate for free tuition. This call for 
action and purpose are detailed in their mission and vision statements as well as their national 
demands (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). The second national conference call was held 2 
days later at the same time, and 62 guests attended. The third national conference call was held 
on November 22, 2015, and 40 guests attended. The BLC bolstered that the first conference call 
contained over 300 participants from the United States, Canada, United Kingdom, France, and 
South Africa (#StudentBlackOut National Conference Call II, 2015). The organization held the 
final conference call 8 days later, and 64 guests attended. It is not certain who attended these 
conference calls and whether it was student organizations that belong to the BLC or not. It is 
unclear how the resources on the website were distributed and allocated among the student 
organizations within the BLC. That information along with the fiscally sponsored project 
funding by Netroots Foundation would be helpful information for knowing how the student 


organization mobilized its resources. 
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History of Student Protests 

Student collective action has a long and rich past in higher education. To better 
understand this phenomenon, it is essential to examine the history of student protests. Student 
collective action can be broken down into roughly two periods: the classical and contemporary 
eras. The classical era was dominated by the doctrine of in loco parentis. The contemporary era 
represents the collapse of that doctrine and the rise of student rights. 

Early student collective action ranged from the 17th to the early 20th centuries. In these 
periods, student protests were often viewed as being synonymous with revolt, rebellion, and 
unrest (Broadhurst & Velez, 2019). Student protest groups were mostly concentrated on local 
issues like dissatisfaction with the curriculum, poor food quality and lodging, and restrictive 
schedules (Broadhurst & Velez, 2019; Burton, 2007; Moore, 1976; Rudolph, 1990). The students 
protesting at those institutions were primarily from wealthier backgrounds (Altbach, 1997; 
Boren, 2019; Geiger, 2016). The focus on issues of discipline, institutional policies, and practices 
was primarily due to the doctrine of in loco parentis (Geiger, 2016; Lipset, 1971; Rudolph, 
1990). In loco parentis is a Latin phrase that means “in the place of the parent” (Lee, 2011, p. 
66). Since students enrolled were often much younger than students are today; there was a 
philosophy among faculty and administrators that they were to be considered like fatherly figures 
to their students (Boren, 2019; Geiger, 2016; Rudolph, 1990). Thus faculty and administrators 
believed they had complete justification for disciplining students as they would children 
(Jackson, 1991). This, along with poor campus conditions, often resulted in student collectivities 
revolting against faculty and administrators (Broadhurst & Velez, 2019). Institutions such 


Harvard, University of Virginia, and other hotbeds of protests, would often respond to these 
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revolts by tightening up the rules; this exchange would continue for several centuries 
(Broadhurst & Velez, 2019; Novak, 1977). 

Around the beginning of the 20th century, student activism shifted from local issues to 
broader societal concerns both on and off campuses (Altbach, 1997; Broadhurst & Velez, 2019). 
Towards the end of the 19th century there was a widespread demand for increased student power 
on campuses (Lipset, 1971). Lipset suggested that this was partly due to the major changes 
occurring in higher education in the late 1890s. Institutions were growing larger and becoming 
more formalized and bureaucratic (Veysey, 1970). In addition, more student organizations were 
being birthed (Altbach, 1997; Veysey, 1970). For instance, the creation of the Intercollegiate 
Socialist Society (ISS) in 1905 ushered in a new era of student activism that retmagined higher 
education as a reorganizing force for ideological themes and actions (Altbach, 1997; Lipset, 
1971). The ISS helped higher education further cut loose from the traditional church and 
conservative mold that shaped it previously (Altbach, 1997; Lipset, 1971). By the 1930s, there 
were over one million students enrolled, and higher education institutions were accumulating 
greater wealth and resources (S. Baker, 2011; R. A. Ferguson, 2017; Geiger, 2016; Lipset, 1971). 
Altbach (1997) mentioned that during the period of 1900s to 1960s, there were primarily three 
major student activist groups: religious, liberal-radical and conversative. Of the three activist 
groups, the liberal-radicals had the biggest impact on higher education (Altbach, 1997). They 
were the group of students who protested during the peace activism of the 1920s to the 1930s 
and the civil rights movement and women’s liberation movements of the 1960s (Altbach, 1997; 
Broadhurst & Velez, 2019; Lipset, 1971; Rhoads, 2016). Ultimately, contemporary student 


protests varied from the classical period by focusing on broader sociopolitical concerns as well 
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as the rise of institutional wealth and resources along with the massification of higher education 
(Broadhurst & Velez, 2019; Geiger, 2016). 

By the 1960s, the doctrine of in loco parentis was challenged by student activists, and 
higher education began to shift towards recognizing students as adults with rights (Geiger, 2016; 
Johnston, 2015; Patel, 2019; Rudolph, 1990). This was due to several factors such as 
stakeholders’ concerns with issues in higher education, institutions’ concerns over legal liability, 
shifting societal norms, and student and civil rights movement protests of the 60s (Patel, 2019). 
As demographics began to shift, the 1970s to the 1980s saw student activists expanding their 
concerns toward global issues (Broadhurst & Velez, 2019). The issues ranged from anti-war 
protests to tactics of building shantytowns to protest divestment from Apartheid in South Africa 
(S. Baker, 2011; Boren, 2019; R. A. Ferguson, 2017; Lipset, 1971; Soule, 1997). From the 1990s 
onwards, student activism shifted from global issues to a rise in multicultural and racial justice 
issues on campuses homeward (Broadhurst & Velez, 2019; Rhoads, 1998). From the 2000s 
onwards, we have witnessed the rise of Black Lives Matter (BLM), OWS, ITA, and the Black 
Liberation Collective (BLC) movements to name a few recent student protest movements (D. J. 
Baker & Blissett, 2018; Broadhurst & Velez, 2019; Dean, 2012; Johnston, 2015). Student 
collective action has shifted from local issues of discipline to more broader sociopolitical issues 
of social and racial justice in a global as well as national context (Rhoads, 2016). Movements 
like the BLC cumulated in 2015 as the result of ongoing poor institutional environments and 
microaggressions experienced by minority students on college campuses (Byrd et al., 2019; T. L. 
Ferguson & Davis, 2019; Jaschik, 2015b). 

Although student activists started out wealthier in the earlier periods of higher education, 


it appears that the group of students attending colleges have become more diverse (Bloom, 2019; 
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Boren, 2019; R. A. Ferguson, 2017; Geiger, 2016). Additionally, institutions have gained more 
wealth, and this was certainly advantageous for student activist organizations (Altbach, 1997). It 
appears that although the issues protested seem to shift, there are certain institutions that 
experience protests more often than others (Boren, 2019; Van Dyke, 1998). 

Since student activism, student collective action, and student organizations are terms that 
comprise organized and protesting collectivities throughout time, it is important to understand 
the major theories that explain this phenomenon. In sociology, the subfield of social movement 
studies has developed several key theories that help explain how social movements emerge. I 
now direct my attention towards this discipline. 

Social Movement Theories 

Social movement studies are a subfield within sociology that has undergone major 
changes in recent years. The field emerged as a separate and multidisciplinary area of study in 
sociology by the early 1970s (Buechler, 2004; Edwards, 2014). Before then, social movement 
studies were subsumed under an area of sociology known as collective behavior (CB) studies 
(Blumer, 1971; Buechler, 2004; Edwards, 2014; McAdam, 2010). CB studies emphasized 
theories of social breakdown when describing the reason social movements occurred (Buechler, 
2004). During the late 1970s, a landmark paper was published that divorced social movements 
from CB studies and established it as a discipline in its own right (McCarthy & Zald, 1977). 
There are three classic theories in the field of social movements that explain the reason for 
collective action. Those theories are grievance, resource mobilization, and political process. 

Grievance is the oldest theory in the bunch, and it has fallen out of favor with current 
scholars and researchers in the field (Edwards, 2014). Grievance theory postulates that social 


movements emerge when the emotion levels of people reach a tipping point, and it thrusts them 
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into action (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Snow et al., 1998). Grievance had a monopoly on 
protests and social movements studies up until the late 60s (Edwards, 2014). It received a major 
challenge from scholars and researchers in the field that tested and found evidence that protestors 
were not creating unrest due to emotive strains (Currie & Skolnick, 1970; Hirschi, 2002; 
McAdam, 2010; McPhail, 2017; Oberschall, 1968; A. Scott, 1990; Snyder & Tilly, 1972; Tilly, 
1978). Studies found a weak correlation between protests and short-term hardships (McAdam, 
2010). Other studies found that the levels of anger and frustration experienced by both non- 
protestors and protestors could not account for why some participants protested while others did 
not (McPhail, 2017). Finally, research found that those who protested were more connected than 
those who did not (Edwards, 2014; Tilly, 1978). In fact, that body of research may have 
influenced the absence of grievance in higher education studies throughout the late 60s onwards 
(Keniston & Lerner, 1971). Despite falling out of favor with scholars in the field, recent 
researchers in higher education have tested it in studies on student collective action (Asal et al., 
2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Blissett et al., 2020). 

Resource mobilization theory (RMT) helped to create the subdiscipline of sociology 
called social movement studies (Buechler, 2004; Edwards, 2014). Furthermore, it shifted the 
perspective on social movements away from the emotive vantagepoint of grievance (Blumer, 
1971, 1995; Edwards, 2014). RMT shifted that vantagepoint by borrowing from rational actor 
theory (RAT; Buechler, 2004; Edwards, 2014; McCarthy & Zald, 1977; Oberschall, 1973; 
Olson, 2009). RAT indicates that participants are rational actors that pursue common and shared 
interests (Edwards, 2014). RMT, building off of RAT, suggests that social movements will 
emerge when rational actors in organizations obtain adequate resources (Diani & McAdam, 


2003; Freeman, 1973; Oberschall, 1989; Pichardo, 1988; Tilly, 1978). In terms of utilizing RMT 
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in a quantitative manner, there is a precedent. Fine (2012) tested RMT and political process 
theory (PPT) on assessing the likelihood of LGBT center presence on campus. Partly due to the 
death of Matthew Shepherd and response to heterosexism, Fine argued that campuses have 
begun to respond to the needs of LBGT students and mobilize resources. The study used IPEDS 
data with a sample set of 1,751 institutions. Although they were not interested in examining 
student collective action and instead were interested in ways political opportunity and resources 
were mobilized by campuses, they found RMT institutional characteristics such as total 
enrollment, prestige, endowment, and tuition rates were significant resource factors for the 
likelihood of an LGBT center on campuses. The study quantitatively connected resources of the 
institution to mobilization of resource centers. 

An aspect of RMT was recently used in a study that attempted to explain where OWS 
protest events were occurring on college campuses (Asal et al., 2017). Unfortunately, this study 
was not able to utilize RMT because they tested student protest events and not student 
organizations that mobilized. Other studies on activism appear to provide supportive evidence 
that institutional resources such as selectivity, student and faculty size, and faculty and staff 
salaries may be predictors of student collective action in higher education (Barnhardt, 2015; 
Byrd et al., 2019; T. L. Ferguson & Davis, 2019; Korgan et al., 2018; Lott, 2013; Soule, 1997). 

Another theory that may be subsumed under the camp of RMT is critical mass theory 
(CMT). CMT postulates that if large numbers of people gather, then there is a higher likelihood 
that a protest might result (Crossley & Ibrahim, 2012; Edwards, 2014; Marwell et al., 1988; 
Oliver & Marwell, 1988). Higher education studies in the 60s proposed CMT as one plausible 


explanation for the reason institutional size was a predictor of student demonstrations (Astin et 
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al., 1975; Bayer, 1971). A study from the 90s that found size to be a predictor suggested it 
aligned with those previous studies (Van Dyke, 1998). 

Political process theory (PPT) emerged as a response to RMT. PPT postulates that 
collective action movements are most likely to emerge when political opportunities are within 
scope (Goldstone & Tilly, 2001; McAdam, 1990; Tarrow, 2011; Tilly, 1978). Scholars in the 
field proposed that resources were necessary for social movements but could not account for the 
reason that some protests occurred despite a lack of resources (Edwards, 2014; McAdam, 2010). 
Researchers and scholars considered that political opportunity might account for that gap 
(McAdam, 2010; McAdam et al., 2009; Tilly & Tarrow, 2006). There has been a lack of student 
collective action studies that focus on PPT. For the purposes of my study, I am focusing on 
understanding the relationship between institutional characteristics and student organizations that 
protested and not student protests, so RMT is the most appropriate theory for that task. Future 
studies that examine student activism should consider utilizing PPT to understand to what extent 
political environments on campuses have an impact on student collective action. 

Although the use of social movement theories in higher education studies have been 
sparse, it is important to include a discussion of them before reviewing the empirical studies. 
Theory can help guide and direct my understanding of student collective action. The classic 
social movement theories can be used as a benchmark for understanding the findings in the 
literature on student collective action, which I intend to underscore with RMT. It is for this 
reason that I included this section prior to reviewing the studies. Next, I review and examine 
what empirical studies have been conducted on institutional characteristics and student collective 


action. 
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Empirical Studies on Student Protests 

The literature is currently sparse on the topic of institutional characteristics and student 
collective action. There was a surge of studies in the late 60s to early 70s that sought to 
understand the reason student protests were occurring frequently on campuses (Astin et al., 1975; 
Blau & Slaughter, 1971; Flacks, 1967; Orbell, 1967; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969). There was 
even a comprehensive collection of the major empirical studies on student activism and a 
summary of the studies reported to the President of the United States by the Urban Institute in 
the early 70s (G. Buchanan & Brackett, 1970; Keniston & Lerner, 1971). The report found that 
student protests that involved sit-ins, interference with classroom activities, and other normal 
affairs of the university should be viewed as being terroristic (G. Buchanan & Brackett, 1970). 
On the other hand, the report was very helpful in the sense that it collected and compiled all the 
major student protest studies from that period. Studies from that era framed the issue of student 
protests in a negative manner (Bayer, 1971; Bayer & Astin, 1969; Blau & Slaughter, 1971). The 
motivation behind those studies was discovering ways to prevent student protests from occurring 
on campuses. This is not surprising given the tumultuous period of the 60s and 70s as well as the 
decline of the doctrine of in loco parentis as detailed in the previous section (Altbach, 1997; 
Patel, 2019; Rhoads, 2016). Scholars have criticized this period of studies as being rooted in 
crisis rather than academic rigor and concern for the subject itself (Altbach, 1981; Page, 2010). 

In contrast, a new generation of researchers revisited the period of the 60s and were more 
apt to observe student protests in a positive manner (Barnhardt, 2015; McAdam, 1990; Soule, 
1997; Van Dyke, 1999). Those scholars were rooted in the burgeoning new subdiscipline in 
sociology called social movement studies and trying to understand the process that assists with 


mobilization. By the early 1980s and onwards, scholars and researchers shifted their focus from 
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prevention of protests to student activism as a strength for campuses (Biddix et al., 2009; Garvey 
et al., 2018; Kuh, 2001; Lott, 2013; Morgan et al., 2019; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 

There are several themes that emerge from studies on institutional characteristics and 
student collective action. A body of research exists in the field that focuses on student collective 
action and structure characteristics (Asal et al., 2017; Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 
2018; Bayer & Astin, 1969; Feuer, 1969; Kahn & Bowers, 1970; Orbell, 1967; Soule, 1997; Van 
Dyke, 1998), financial characteristics (Asal et al., 2017; Byrd et al., 2019; Soule, 1997; Van 
Dyke, 1998, 2003), student demographic characteristics (Blissett et al., 2020; Byrd et al., 2019; 
Duncan & Stewart, 1995; T. L. Ferguson & Davis, 2019; Flacks, 1967; Lott, 2013; Morgan et al., 
2019; Orbell, 1967), and faculty and staff characteristics (Asal et al., 2017; Astin et al., 1975; 
Bayer, 1971; Byrd et al., 2019; Kezar, 2010). 

In what follows, I review and critique the major empirical studies on institutional 
characteristics and student collective action. I begin by reviewing structure characteristics; I 
break down this category by several predictors found in the literature: size, selectivity, and 
institution control. Next, I review studies on financial resources. After, I cover studies on student 
demographic characteristics. Following that, I briefly discuss faculty and staff characteristics. 
Finally, I conclude by briefly summarizing the studies, pointing out the gaps in the literature, and 
proposing a conceptual model. 

Structure Characteristics 

Size. Researchers have demonstrated that institutional structure factors play an important 
role in student collective action. Particularly, institutional size was found to be a predictor of 
student collective action (Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Barnhardt, 2015; Blau 


& Slaughter, 1971; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969; Van Dyke, 1998, 2003). Astin and colleagues 
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conducted a longitudinal study on student and faculty characteristics and covered protests from 
1968 to 1971; they sampled 2,362 institutions, conducted case studies, and examined newspaper 
sources on student protests (Astin et al., 1975). The study found that larger enrollments at 
institutions would lead to a critical mass. Critical mass theory postulates that if student 
collectivities gather in high numbers, then a protest would most likely result (Crossley & 
Ibrahim, 2012; Edwards, 2014; Marwell et al., 1988; Oliver & Marwell, 1988). Researchers 
proposed critical mass as one plausible explanation for the reason size was a predictor of student 
activism on campuses. They cited Bayer’s (1971) study to help bolster their conclusions (Astin et 
al., 1975). Unfortunately, the study referenced did not examine total enrollment of students or 
faculty (Bayer, 1971). Instead, Bayer was interested in understanding the connection between 
faculty activism and support for student protests on campuses. Several researchers followed that 
line of interpretation of critical mass to explain the reason size was a predictor (Bayer, 1971; 
Edwards, 2014; Van Dyke, 1998). 

Other earlier studies offered a different line of interpretation for the finding. They 
suggested that protests occurring at institutions with larger enrollment sizes may be due to the 
impersonal nature of bureaucratic institutions (Blau & Slaughter, 1971; Hodgkinson, 1970; J. W. 
Scott & El-Assal, 1969). Those scholars suggested that protests may have come about as the 
result of alienation experienced by students in those large and impersonal environments (Blau & 
Slaughter, 1971; Lipset, 1971; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969). Studies from the 90s on student 
movements and student activism found smaller institutions were less likely to contain protests 
(Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998). 

In one of the recent studies, D. J. Baker and Blissett (2018) examined if diversity was a 


predictor of I, Too, Am (ITA) movement. The study used the Integrated Postsecondary 
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Education Data System (IPEDS) from a 5-year period 2009-2014 (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018). 
They noted that the finding of institutional size aligned with previous studies and suggested it 
could be due to stable factors in the college environment (Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & 
Blissett, 2018). Another recent study by Asal and colleagues (2017) attempted to test resource 
factors on student protest events. Although the study was focused on protestor characteristics, 
when controlling for institutional characteristics, they found larger enrollment numbers and 
institutions with more economic resources were hotbeds for Occupy Wall Street protest events 
(Asal et al., 2017). Overall, there appears to be evidence that institutional size is a predictor in 
student protests and student collective action (Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; 
Barnhardt, 2015; Lott, 2013; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 2003). 

Selectivity. Prestige has been an institutional characteristic long associated with student 
collective action in higher education (Altbach & Cohen, 1990a; Bloom, 2019; Broadhurst & 
Velez, 2019; Geiger, 2016; Lipset, 1971). Past and recent studies found evidence linking 
selectivity and prestige to student protests (Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Bayer 
& Astin, 1969; Feuer, 1969; Kahn & Bowers, 1970; Lott, 2013; Orbell, 1967; Soule, 1997; Van 
Dyke, 1998, 1999, 2003; Van Dyke et al., 2007). 

Researchers that focused on characteristics of student activists and controlled for 
institutional characteristics found selectivity to be a predictor (Astin et al., 1975; Flacks, 1967; 
Kahn & Bowers, 1970; Korgan et al., 2018; Orbell, 1967; Soule, 1997). Korgan and colleagues 
examined incoming college students and the likelihood they might engage in activism. Although 
this study was interested in the development of civic values and activism, it is worth including 
the results to better understand what institutional characteristics might impact future activists. 


The study found that college grade point average (GPA) and selectivity were important factors of 
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developing activism (Korgan et al., 2018). The study concluded that activism may be linked to 
intelligent students who are admitted at elite institutions (Korgan et al., 2018; Sirin, 2005). 
Another study that investigated civic values found evidence that both selectivity and 
socioeconomic status (SES) were predictors of activism but did not find GPA to be a predictor 
(Lott, 2013). It should be noted that study was more interested in measuring civic values than 
student activism (Alcantar, 2017; Lott, 2013). Studies on student collective action included 
diversity measures and tested grievance theory (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018). Baker and Blissett 
suggested that the importance of selectivity on protests might not be produced by institutional 
changes from more selective campuses but could rather be due to social breakdown of normal 
routine (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018). This finding lines up with the student grievances from the 
I, Too, Am (ITA) movement; students expressed dissatisfaction with microaggressions they were 
experiencing on their campuses. Another study by Blissett and colleagues suggested this as 
possible evidence for grievance (Blissett et al., 2020). 

Van Dyke (1998) tested a hypothesis that student activism might be linked to institutional 
type and found that protests were more likely to occur at elite and prestigious institutions from 
the 1930s to the 1960s (Barnhardt, 2015; Van Dyke, 1998, 1999). In other words, selective and 
elite institutions were hotbeds for student protests over time (Van Dyke, 1998). They suggested 
that finding of selectivity as a predictor might not be due to economic resources, but rather could 
be because of the political culture of campuses. 

Soule (1997) examined shantytown protest movements on campuses in the late 80s to the 
early 90s. They found that elite institutions were likely candidates for a shantytown protest 
movement. Soule (1997) postulated that one plausible explanation is that students at prestigious 


institutions influence each other. Other researchers in the field who found selectivity to be a 
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predictor speculated that more competitive and selective institutions tended to breed more 
intelligent, wealthier, and confident students, and it might be that combination results in student 
unrest (Astin et al., 1975; Kahn & Bowers, 1970; Korgan et al., 2018; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 
1969). 

Institution Control. Plenty of research has been conducted on the relationship between 
control and student protests. Researchers reported mixed results on whether institutional control 
was a predictor of student collective action. Several studies reported that student protests were 
more likely to occur at four-year public institutions relative to four-year private institutions (Asal 
et al., 2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Barnhardt, 2012; Peterson, 1968). Other studies found 
that four-year public institutions and private religious-affiliated institutions had a negative 
relationship on whether student activist organizations were likely to be present on campuses 
(Barnhardt, 2012; Byrd et al., 2019; Van Dyke, 1998). 

Researchers found private institutions were a predictor of civic values and student 
activism (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Foster & Long, 1969; Lott, 2013). Lott focused on civic 
values and reported that private institutions were sites of more activism. However, it is critical to 
point out that their outcome variable measures something quite different than student collective 
action. However, there is evidence that suggests civic values often lead to student activism 
(Edwards, 2014; McAdam, 1986, 2010; Morgan et al., 2019). The evidence surrounding 
institutional control appears to be in conflict among studies. One possible explanation for that 
conflict might be because studies varied by period. 

Financial Characteristics 
A limited number of studies have examined the role of financial resources and student 


collective action (Asal et al., 2017; Barnhardt, 2015; Byrd et al., 2019; Soule, 1997). Financial 
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resources in the studies included tuition and costs, percentage of change in the price of college, 
total endowment, and faculty and staff salaries (Asal et al., 2017; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998; 
Zilvinskis et al., 2020). 

Asal and colleagues (2017) attempted to test resource variables to explain the occurrence 
of OWS protests at certain institutions. They organized their model around testing grievance and 
resource mobilization (RMT) theories. The resource variables included in their model were total 
staff and students, faculty salary, and cost of tuition fees. They found the higher the number of 
staff and costs the greater likelihood of a student protest event (Asal et al., 2017). Researchers 
interpreted that finding to mean that wealthy students were protesting at OWS events (Asal et al., 
2017). Another study that tested RMT investigated the conditions and organizational 
characteristics that assist in enabling cross-movement coalition events (Van Dyke, 2003). The 
study examined coalition and non-coalition protest events between 1930 and 1990 (Van Dyke, 
2003). The only resource variable included in the model was annual college revenue per student. 
Van Dyke (2003) reported that it was a predictor of any protest events between those years as 
well as within movement coalition events. 

Researchers that included resource variables such as institutional endowment in their 
model reported mixed results (Byrd et al., 2019; Soule, 1997; Zilvinskis et al., 2020). Zilvinskis 
and colleagues’ study sought to understand which institutional-level variables within student 
activism literature could be retained in their model. They found that total endowment at the 
beginning of the 2016 fiscal year could not be retained in their multilevel modeling process 
because it did not pass the likelihood ratio test (Zilvinskis et al., 2020). The literature used to 
justify variable selection was understandably limited due to the specific purpose of the study. 


Researchers were interested in studying student activist behaviors and therefore focused on 
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controlling for factors found in that body of literature (Zilvinskis et al., 2020). Therefore, they 
were not controlling for institutional characteristics that were found predictive in literature within 
student collective action studies. On the other hand, Soule (1997) tested diffusion theory and 
noticed that endowment and wealth were predictors of campus protest movements. They 
interpreted that finding to mean that student activists at wealthier institutions look at student 
activists at similar institutions when mobilizing (Soule, 1997). 

A recent study estimated a binary logistic regression and negative binomial regression 
and controlled for endowment (Byrd et al., 2019). When examining the presence of student 
protest demands on campus, researchers reported endowment was not a significant factor. 
However, when predicting student demand inventories, endowment was found to be a predictor 
among two student demand inventories: counter spaces and resources, and training (Byrd et al., 
2019). It is worth pointing out that measures for endowment varied among these studies. Soule 
(1997) and Zilvinskis and colleagues (2020) measured total endowment at the beginning of their 
respective fiscal years. On the other hand, Byrd and colleagues (2019) measured endowment per 
full-time equivalent (FTE) student. 

Studies that examined tuition and costs of institutions were also mixed. Van Dyke (1998) 
controlled for tuition and fees as a variable used for measuring economic resources. The study 
found that tuition was not significant for the formation of student activist student organizations, 
presence of activism on campuses, or participation in student activist programs (Van Dyke, 
1998). The study’s sample size was 423 institutions, and the tuition variable was constructed 
from the 1964 American Universities and Colleges handbook. Because the study was interested 
in exploring the factors that influence the location of protests, certain economic resources 


variables such as total endowment, faculty and staff salaries, and other related financial factors 
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were not controlled for in their model (Van Dyke, 1998, 2003). Other studies that examined 
economic resources controlled for them (Asal et al., 2017; Van Dyke, 1999, 2003). 

A recent study investigated tuition fees and found them to be a predictor of an OWS 
protest event (Asal et al., 2017). Cost was considered a resource variable that was included in 
their model as tuition fees in 2009-2010. The study used national data from the Integrated 
Postsecondary Data System (IPEDS), which surveys and gathers information from every 
postsecondary institution (NCES, n.d.; Miller & Shedd, 2019). Researchers included a 
significantly larger set of institutions (2,871) and more precise measures for tuition (Asal et al., 
2017). In addition, one of their grievance variables in the model was percentage change in cost of 
attendance one year prior to the OWS event to be a predictor of a protest (Asal et al., 2017). 
Overall, the researchers suggested more resource-laden institutions were more likely to generate 
social movements (Asal et al., 2017). They invited future researchers to investigate the 
mechanisms of resources that foster mobilization in student organizations. 

The mixed studies on endowment, cost, and student collective action might also be due to 
context. Researchers who were studying protest events ranged from the 1930s to 2015. In 
addition, studies differed on what institutional characteristics resource variables they controlled 
for in their models. Other studies were simply controlling for institutional characteristics and 
included endowment as one measure. Both of those decisions may have impacted the mixed 
results. 

Student Demographic Characteristics 
Demographics. Shifting our attention to student characteristics, researchers have 


investigated multiple demographic aspects that predict student protests; these aspects included 
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social class and racial diversity (Asal et al., 2017; Duncan & Stewart, 1995; Lott, 2013; Morgan 
et al., 2019; Rhoads, 1998; Westby & Braungart, 1966). 

Studies on social class were mixed. Earlier studies reported that wealthier students were 
more likely to engage in protests on campuses (Altbach, 1989; Flacks, 1967; Westby & 
Braungart, 1966). However, another study presented slightly contrary evidence of that 
relationship that appeared to be more nuanced (Kahn & Bowers, 1970). Kahn and Bowers were 
testing a hypothesis on whether activists tend to come from wealthier backgrounds. They found 
that the relationship between socioeconomic status (SES) and activism disappears when 
examining its relationship to selectivity (Kahn & Bowers, 1970). Researchers reported findings 
on different SES backgrounds in that relationship. First, at the most prestigious institutions lower 
income students were likely to be activists. Second, at less selective institutions activists were 
likely to be middle class. Finally, it was only at the highly selective and top-ranked institutions 
that the relationship between wealthy students and activism persisted (Kahn & Bowers, 1970). 
They offered two possible explanations for these findings. The first is that student composition 
varies across institution, and so we should expect to find differences in who is partaking in 
activism (Kahn & Bowers, 1970). The second is that the top-ranking institutions tend to 
encourage activism among their student bodies and thus set the tone (Kahn & Bowers, 1970). 
Recent studies suggest there may be some credence to that claim, as they have linked history of 
activism to elite institutions (Barnhardt, 2015; Van Dyke, 1998, 1999). 

Furthering the evidence on social class, several studies found mixed evidence on Pell 
Grant programs and student collective action (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Byrd et al., 2019). 
Baker and Blissett’s longitudinal study included participation in the Pell Grant program as well 


as the average award received to account for low-income students. They reported that the lower 
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number of participants in the Pell Grant program predicted chances of protests (D. J. Baker & 
Blissett, 2018). Byrd and colleagues used proportion of students receiving Pell Grants to help 
measure the student composition. After controlling for institutional characteristics, faculty 
composition, and state-level controls, they found that a higher proportion of students receiving 
Pell Grants led to a greater issuance of student protest demands (Byrd et al., 2019). They 
postulated that the needs of low-income students at these prestigious and wealthy institutions 
may not be met and thus provided one plausible explanation for the presence of demands at those 
institutions (Byrd et al., 2019). 

The findings in student demographics present a divergent story of who might be 
protesting at these institutions. In making sense of the divergent evidence on social class and the 
financial background and makeup of students in higher education, it is important to understand 
that the student demographics of protestors have changed over time. The student activists of 
yesterday may not be financially the same as the activists of today (Alcantar, 2017; Altbach, 
1997; Broadhurst & Velez, 2019). It appears that low-income and wealthy students are both 
found to be predictive of activism at these elite institutions. Furthermore, it is worth mentioning 
that several studies mentioned were focused more on protestor characteristics than collective 
action (Asal et al., 2017; Astin et al., 1975; Flacks, 1967; Kahn & Bowers, 1970). 

The studies were mixed on racial diversity as a predictor of student collective action. 
Several studies found race to be a predictor in student protests, activism, and student collective 
action (Astin et al., 1975; Barnhardt, 2015; Byrd et al., 2019; Flacks, 1967; Lott, 2013; 
McAdam, 1986; Morgan et al., 2019; Orbell, 1967). However, the evidence on which 
race/ethnicity was significant differed among studies. Byrd and colleagues reported that a 10- 


year increase in Black student enrollment was associated with the presence of student protest 
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demands; however, an increase in the number of Asian and Pacific Islander students enrolled 
decreased the likelihood of the presence of protest demands on campuses (Byrd et al., 2019). 
Other studies reported similar results finding that Black and multiracial students increased 
activism and mobilization while Asian, Native Hawaiian, or Pacific Islander students decreased 
it (Barnhardt, 2015; Lopez & Marcelo, 2008; Lott, 2013; Morgan et al., 2019). Earlier studies 
focusing on protests in the 1960s and 1970s found that White protestors from wealthier 
backgrounds were protesting in greater numbers than other races (Astin et al., 1975; Flacks, 
1967; Lipset, 1971; Loeb, 1994; McAdam, 1986, 1990; Soule, 1995). Orbell found that both 
White and Black students protested in large numbers but reported that more than half of the 
protestors were from higher SES backgrounds. Van Dyke (1998) controlled for diversity of 
students and found the percentage of students who were foreign predicted the birth of activist 
organizations. Other studies found diversity not to have a significant relationship with student 
collective action (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Soule, 1997; Zilvinskis et al., 2020). 

These diverse findings need to be taken in context as student demographics from the 60s 
differ from those of today. More recent protests on campuses have been about issues of race, and 
those studies found Black students to be associated with activism and protests (Broadhurst & 
Velez, 2019; Byrd et al., 2019; Johnston, 2015; Lott, 2013; Morgan et al., 2019; Rhoads, 2016). 
In addition, earlier as well as later studies found evidence linking race and wealth together when 
investigating student collective action, and there seems to be no general consensus in the 
findings amongst studies (Astin et al., 1975; Flacks, 1967; Lott, 2013; McAdam, 1986). 
However, these mixed findings tell a story that social class and race/ethnicity may play a role in 


student activism and student collective action. 
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Faculty and Staff Characteristics 

Several researchers have examined faculty and staff as characteristics in relation to 
student collective action (Asal et al., 2017; Biddix et al., 2009; Korgan et al., 2018; Lott, 2013; 
Mahler-Rogers, 2017; Morgan et al., 2019; Zilvinskis et al., 2020). One study aimed at 
understanding how resources affected student collective action found that the larger the number 
of faculty and staff on campuses, the more likely a student protest would occur (Asal et al., 
2017). They concluded that resources matter for mobilization and included faculty and staff in 
that category, so the higher the number the more likely those campuses will be targets for protest 
events (Asal et al., 2017). In addition, to viewing staff as resources, they specifically examined 
faculty salaries and found that the higher faculty were paid, the more likely a student protest 
would occur (Asal et al., 2017). Other researchers reported the antecedent conditions for student 
protests were linked to faculty at larger and more selective institutions (Astin et al., 1975; Bayer, 
1971; Bayer & Astin, 1969; Blau & Slaughter, 1971; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969). 

Some studies examined ratios of faculty to investigate if they were predictive of protests. 
Those studies found higher ratios of tenure-track faculty and tenured-track faculty of color were 
associated with higher levels of student activism (Byrd et al., 2019; Van Dyke, 1998; Zilvinskis 
et al., 2020). Those findings are plausible in lieu of studies that examined student protest 
demands and found students wanting more representation on campuses; perhaps that 
representation would further empower student activists (Ndemanu, 2017). Van Dyke controlled 
for faculty-to-student ratio in their model to test if activism is less likely to occur if there is an 
increased adult presence at smaller institutions (Van Dyke, 1998). The study found that faculty- 


to-student ratio had a negative effect on the presence of activism on campus and the formation of 
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new Student for a Democratic Society (SDS) chapters leading to the conclusion that in loco 
parentis is not a factor for those protests (Van Dyke, 1998). 

An earlier study investigated 301 nationally representative institutions to examine if 
faculty support and activism was predictive of student activism (Bayer, 1971). Bayer found that 
faculty characteristics were predictive of student collective action at universities rather than 
colleges, liberal arts institutions, historically Black colleges and universities (HBCUs), and 
institutions in the Northwest and Western regions (Bayer, 1971). In terms of faculty activism and 
support or student activism, they found that size and quality context was a predictor (Bayer, 
1971). 

There are fewer studies that examine faculty characteristics and student collective action, 
but among the studies there appear to be some commonalities. As previously reviewed, it seems 
that size and salary of faculty and staff are associated with total enrollment of students. This 
finding fits in well with the previous studies that found institutional size to be predictive of 
protests (Blissett et al., 2020; Van Dyke, 1998). In addition, studies that reported salary of 
faculty and staff to be predictors of protests appear to provide another link in the chain for 
resources (Asal et al., 2017). 

Interaction Effects 

It is important to note that there may be some interaction effects between variables found 
to be predictors in the literature I reviewed. There may be an interaction effect between 
selectivity and student income when related to the outcome variable of student collective action. 
Several studies suggested that students from different backgrounds may respond differently to 
being in a more selective institution differently in their protests (Byrd et al., 2019; Flacks, 1967; 


Kahn & Bowers, 1970; Soule, 1997). Studies also found that wealthier (Soule, 1997) or lower 
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income (Byrd et al., 2019) students at competitive and selective institutions may have influenced 
each other to protests. Since that is the case, it is worth testing for interaction effects. 
Limitations of Prior Studies 

There are strengths and limitations to the studies that inform the research on institutional 
characteristics and student collective action. For starters, current research is scarce. The largest 
body of literature in this field derives from empirical studies in the late 1960s to early 1970s 
(Astin et al., 1975; Bayer, 1971; Bayer & Astin, 1969; Flacks, 1967; Kahn & Bowers, 1970; J. 
W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969). Moreover, many of those studies controlled for several different 
institutional characteristics in their models while focusing their attention on testing a relationship 
of a specific independent variable. Their purposes were not to test the relationship between the 
institutional environment and student collective action. 

Concerning their student protest variables, scholars’ interests varied greatly. Some 
researchers were interested in social movements (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Barnhardt, 2015; 
Soule, 1997), others with activist values and behaviors (Korgan et al., 2018; Lott, 2013; Morgan 
et al., 2019; Zilvinskis et al., 2020), several with protestor characteristics (Asal et al., 2017; Byrd 
et al., 2019; Flacks, 1967; Kahn & Bowers, 1970), and a handful with institutional environment 
and activism (Blau & Slaughter, 1971; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969; Van Dyke, 1998). 
However, despite the body of literature surrounding student protests, activism, and student 
collective action, there currently exists no study I am aware of that has tested the relationship 
between institutional characteristics and student organizations that protested. Moreover, there is 
not much in this field on student organizations and protests. In fact, lam aware of only one 
quantitative study that examined student organizations and protests. The study had a special 


focus on conditions and organizational characteristics that enable cross-movement of coalition 
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events (Van Dyke, 2003). The study was focused on cross-movement of events and only 
controlled for the institutional characteristics of size (Van Dyke, 2003). 

Although there are many common findings among institutional predictors, many scholars 
do not appear to have drawn upon each other’s research (Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 
2018; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998). Many of those studies were not studying institutional 
characteristics in a broad sense and were interested in different areas of student protest. By 
bringing the findings in the literature together, I am offering a contribution to this area of study. 
It is vital to connect the conversation of institutional characteristics and student collective action 
together to better understand that relationship. 

There are a few studies in higher education that have attempted to engage with social 
movement theories. Studies tested grievance theory, resource mobilization theory, diffusion 
theory, and social movement theories with some success (Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker & 
Blissett, 2018; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998, 2003). However, some studies that attempted to 
test for theories were limited by what they could report. For instance, Asal and colleagues were 
interested in resource mobilization but could not test for it because student organizations were 
not included in their model. RMT examines mobilization of organizations and not simply 
economic resources (Edwards, 2014; McCarthy & Zald, 1977). Although they included several 
resource variables in their model, they suggested future studies could test for that mechanism 
between institutional resource factors and student protests by including student organizations 
(Asal et al., 2017). One study did just that. Van Dyke (2003) investigated coalition organization 
movement but included fewer resource variables and institutional characteristics in their model. 


These studies represent important efforts to bridge social movement theories to higher education. 
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A review of the literature from the late 60s onwards discloses that size, selectivity, 
financial factors, certain student demographics, student organizations, and staff and faculty 
characteristics to be predictors of student collective action (Asal et al., 2017; Astin et al., 1975; 
D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Barnhardt, 2015; T. L. Ferguson & Davis, 2019; Klemenéié, 2014; 
Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998; Warnock & Hurst, 2016). Given the common findings, this study 
examined the relationship between institutional predictors and student collective action of 
student organizations by utilizing RMT. I suggest that there may be a relationship between 
institutional resource characteristics and student organizations that mobilize. I expect to find that 
institutions with more selective environments and larger enrollment sizes contain more student 
organization mobilizing. Additionally, I expect to find that institutions with higher endowments, 
tuition, and average faculty and staff salaries with more staff and fewer Pell Grant recipients 
contain more student mobilization protests. Finally, when testing the difference between types of 
student organizations, formal and informal, I expect to find that institutions with formal student 
organization protests contain more of the institutional resources. 

Overview of This Study 

It is clear that several institutional, student, and faculty and staff characteristics have been 
found throughout the literature to be important predictors of student collective action (Asal et al., 
2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Barnhardt, 2015; Korgan et al., 2018; Soule, 1997). 
Reviewing several of the studies, there appear to be several key findings. First, protest 
movements influence one another at other prestigious institutions (Soule, 1997). Second, a 
history of activism on these campuses may mean that there is a greater likelihood of protests 
appearing on those campuses (Van Dyke, 1998). Third, expression of dissatisfaction around 


institutional racism may not simply be an overflow of emotion like grievance suggests, but it 
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could also be a function of the institutional environment (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018). So, it 
appears that institutional characteristics play a role in student collective action. However, 
researchers controlled for institutional characteristics and did not necessarily test for their broad 
connection to student collective action. Since student collective action appears to be occurring at 
more resource-laden institutions (Asal et al., 2017; Van Dyke, 2003), it may be beneficial to 
investigate that relationship more closely. The mechanism of student organizations directed by 
RMT may allow us to better understand this relationship. 

Although there are studies that have controlled for institutional characteristics, there has 
not been a specific focus on studying those characteristics broadly on student organization 
protests. Since certain institutional resource characteristics have been found to be predictors in 
the literature, I suggest testing RMT on protesting student organizations (McCarthy & Zald, 
1977). Student collective action studies have found that student protests are more likely to occur 
at large elite institutions with more financial resources and larger faculties and staff. I apply the 


conceptual model I outlined in this literature review to guide my study and test RMT. 
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Chapter III 
Research Design and Methodology 
This chapter focuses on the research design and methodology of the study. This includes 
the following items: the research model, data sources, data collection and procedures for data 
analysis, and the limitations of the data. First, I discuss the problem statement, purpose, and 
research questions of the study. Next, I explain the rationale for the data sources used in the 
study. After, I discuss and define the variables in the model. Afterwards, I discuss the research 
design and data analysis of the study. Finally, I explain the limitations of this study. 
Problem Statement 
Over the past decade, student protests have been primarily occurring at elite and 
wealthier institutions (Ellis, 2020; Jaschik, 2015a, 2015b; Johnston, 2015; Nelson, 2011; New, 
2015; Pettit, 2020). The Black Liberation Collective (BLC) was a student organization that 
featured student organizations from different institutions that issued protest demands in 2015. 
The BLC’s website contains a list of student protest demands and the institutions that received 
those demands (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). Past studies that have controlled for 
institutional characteristics found that institutional, student, and faculty characteristics to be 
predictors of student collective action (Asal et al., 2017; Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & 
Blissett, 2018; Byrd et al., 2019; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998; Zilvinskis et al., 2020). Despite 
those findings, the relationship between institutional characteristics and student collective action 
is still not well understood. More specifically, there is a gap in the literature regarding this 
relationship to student organizations that issue collective action demands. To help fill in that gap, 
I proposed to test a social movement theory and utilize a conceptual model to assist in guiding 


that theory. 
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Purpose 

The purpose of the study is to test resource mobilization theory (RMT) and use a 
conceptual framework integrating RMT to obtain a better understanding of the relationship 
between institutional characteristics and student organization protests on two models (McCarthy 
& Zald, 1977). This study sought to understand to what extent resource factors such as structural, 
financial, student demographic characteristics, and faculty and staff characteristics are associated 
with student organization protests. This study sought to answer the following research questions: 
(1) To what extent do institutional resource factors, including structure, finance, student 
demographic characteristics, and faculty and staff characteristics, relate to student organization 
protests among four-year institutions in the United States? (2) To what extent do those resource 
factors relate to student protests through formal student organizations, and through informal 
student organizations, as compared with institutions that do not contain student protests? 
Research Model 

The conceptual model this study used is based on the literature review conducted on 
institutional characteristics and student collective action as well as being influenced by Berger’s 
framework categories (Berger, 2000; Berger & Milem, n.d.; Chen, 2012; Fine, 2012). The theory 
utilized in the study is resource mobilization theory (RMT; Cress & Snow, 1996; Fine, 2012; 
McCarthy & Zald, 1977). RMT indicates that mobilization is likely to occur when resources of 
an organization are adequate. The conceptual model and theory was tested on two logistic 
regression models. Using BLC student organizations that have protested as my outcome variable 
allowed me to test a specific mechanism through which RMT operates to convert institutional 
resources to movement resources in the student activism context. Figure | illustrates the 


theoretical relationship of RMT for institutional resources and student organizations that 
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mobilize. The arrows represent the relationship between institutional resources and student 
organizations that mobilize. The more resources an institution possesses, the more resources a 
student organization may have at their disposal. Therefore, the more likely a student organization 
mobilizes. 

Figure 1 


Institutional Resources to Movement Resources 


Resources 
controlled by More resources to 


Institutions. The student 
More movement 


more resources organizations with 
an institution protest demands 
contains. 


The conceptual model indicates that there is a hypothetical relationship between 
resources of structural, financial, student demographic characteristics, and faculty and staff 
characteristics as indicated in Figure 2. Although the independent variables contained in the 
model were featured in several other empirical studies (Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 
2018; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998), this study represents one of the first attempts to bring 
together these important predictors and test RMT on student organizations that protested. In 
other words, institutional characteristics are not simply controlled for when considering what 
predicts student collective action; rather, the relationship between the institutional environment 
and student collective action is examined and tested in this model by utilizing RMT. Figure 2 
represents the institutional resource factors that may assist student organizations in mobilizing. I 


utilized the first conceptual model on testing and understanding the relationship between both 
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formal and informal student organization protests and institutions with no student organization 
protests. 
Figure 2 


Conceptual Model 1: Binary Logistic Regression Model of Student Collective Action of BLC 
Formal and Informal Student Organization Protests 
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The second conceptual model builds off the first; it is also constructed from the BLC 
website and measures student collective action for 2015-16 academic year (Figure 3). The three 
categories are: formal, informal, and no student protest organization. The conceptual model and 
independent variables utilized for this outcome variable are nearly identical to the first model as 
presented in Figure 2. My study examined the relationship between resource factors and BLC 
student organizations that protested. So, the second conceptual model examined if there are any 
differences between formal and informal student organization protest groups and compared them 


with the reference group of institutions without student organization protests. 
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Figure 3 


Conceptual Model 2: Multinomial Logistic Regression 
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Data Source and Sample 

For my quantitative study, cross-sectional data from the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education System (IPEDS) of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) was utilized. 
I also used the national data of protests compiled by the Black Liberation Collective’s (BLM) 
protest demands webpage. 

The Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965 ushered in a new era of systematic data 
collection on higher education institutions (Miller & Shedd, 2019). Before IPEDS there was 
Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) that administered surveys between 1966 
and 1967 and 1986 and 1987 (Miller & Shedd, 2019). The purpose of HEGIS was to provide 
policymakers with information on the degree-granting institutions so they could make informed 


decisions (Miller & Shedd, 2019). HEGIS was phased out in the late 80s, and IPEDS launched 
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around the mid-80s. IPEDS integrated all institutions into its survey universe and was charged 
with collecting institutional level survey data on all institutions that participate in Title IV federal 
student aid programs (Miller & Shedd, 2019). The IPEDS dataset helps to answer questions from 
the institutional level. The dataset provides data on institutional characteristics such as 
enrollments, completions, graduation rates, faculty and staff characteristics, financial aid and 
tuition data, admissions, and academic library data (NCES, n.d.). 

I utilized the IPEDS dataset for several reasons. First, I am interested in examining 
institutional characteristics, and IPEDS is the most appropriate national dataset to examine these 
structural characteristics. Second, other recent studies in the field utilized IPEDS when 
examining institutional factors as the most reliable national dataset (Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker 
& Blissett, 2018). Third, all institutional level variables found significant in the literature are 
located within the IPEDS universe. This includes institutional characteristics such as structural, 
student, and faculty and staff variables. 

I selected the sample in IPEDS by groups. After, I selected the year for my cross- 
sectional data as 2015 because that is the year the Black Liberation Collective protests were 
active. I further selected institutions in the U.S. only as well as Title IV participating institutions. 
The student protests I am examining primarily happened in institutions within the United States, 
and because I am controlling for percentage of Pell Grant recipients, it is important to select the 
option of institutions participating in Title [V. The reason for that is because it includes only 
institutions participating in that federal financial aid program. I am interested in examining four- 
year colleges particularly because the BLC was a national undergraduate student organization. 
To further define my sample, I selected the following Carnegie Classification identifiers: 


Doctoral Universities: Highest Research Activity; Doctoral Universities: Higher Research 
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Activity; Doctoral Universities: Moderate Research Activity; Master’s Colleges & Universities: 
Larger Programs; Master’s Colleges & Universities: Medium Programs; Master’s Colleges & 
Universities: Small Programs; Baccalaureate Colleges: Arts & Sciences Focus. I decided to 
select Carnegie Classification instead of identifying institutions by control or four-year 
institutions because IPEDS counts any college as being a four-year institution even if they only 
have one bachelor’s degree program. That means multiple community colleges are improperly 
classified as four-year institutions and would potentially be included in my sample if I did not 
use the Carnegie Classification. However, there is still a chance that graduate-only programs or 
programs awarding 50% or below in baccalaureate colleges would be included in my sample. To 
deal with this issue I selected institutional category that examines the following degree-granting 
institution categories: graduate with no undergraduate degrees, primarily baccalaureate or above, 
not primarily baccalaureate or above, associate's and certificates, above the baccalaureate and 
nondegree-granting sub-baccalaureate institutions. 

After selecting institutions that meet the criteria listed above, I selected institution control 
to identify whether those institutions are public and private not-for-profit because protests were 
primarily occurring at those types of institutions. This automatically includes private for-profit 
institutions, but I deleted those institutions on the grounds that none of the institutions contained 
protests. I selected all the institutional size options with students of under 1,000 and institutions 
above that number. Next, I selected institutions that have full-time first-time undergraduate 
students attending and eliminated institutions that have online and remote instruction only 
because I am interested in student organizations that mobilized on campuses. After selecting 
these criteria, it left me with 1,253 institutions. I examined the list of institution and noticed two 


institutions are not included that contained student organization protests. I added those 
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institutions to my sample. The institutions missing from the initial list were Babson College and 
Kennesaw State University. I used the “By Names or UnitIDs” feature to select and add them to 
the pool of institutions. After accounting for the two missing student organizations that contained 
protests, it brought the total number of institutions in my sample to 1,255. 

Once I selected the determination for my cross-sectional data, the next step was to select 
all the variables in my conceptual model. I elaborated on the variables I selected below. There 
were a total of 1,255 institutions included in my sample. Next, I deleted the 65 private-for-profit 
institutions, leaving me with 1,190 institutions. When I considered institutions with primarily 
baccalaureate and above, I deleted five institutions that were not primarily baccalaureate or 
above bringing my sample to 1,185. I examined which institutions, if any, did not enroll any 
undergraduate Black or African American students. Since I am examining student organizations 
that are primarily Black or African American, I think it is appropriate to delete institutions that 
did not admit any undergraduate Black or African American students in 2015. There were eight 
institutions that did not admit any undergraduate Black or African American students in 2015, so 
they were deleted from my sample. That brought the sample to 1,177. After I dealt with further 
issues of missing data, which I include later in this chapter, the sample total was 1,110 
institutions. 

My models were derived from the Black Liberation Collective’s (BLC) website (Black 
Liberation Collective, n.d.). The BLC is a national student organization that consists of both 
formal and informal student organizations at various institutions. The website reports a list of 
protest demands issued in 2015 at 86 different institutions. I consulted the BLC’s national protest 
demands list to construct a dichotomous variable of an institution having a protest led by a Black 


student organization or not. I included protests led by both formal and informal Black student 
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organizations. Formal organizations were operationalized to mean student organizations that are 
formally recognized by their respective institutions. Informal organizations were operationalized 
to mean student organizations that were not formally recognized by their institutions. The BLC 
organization was a fiscally sponsored project by the Netroots Foundation (Black Liberation 
Collective, n.d.; New Black Nationalism, n.d.). The Netroots Foundation is a nonprofit 
organization; their mission is to advance values of justice, equality, and community in the 
political conversation in America (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). To obtain fiscal 
sponsorship from the Netroots Foundation, organizations must enter into a legal agreement. The 
legal arrangement allows organizations not recognized as nonprofits to indirectly receive 
donations and services from the foundation (Netroots Foundation, n.d.). Netroots Foundation 
charges a percentage-based service fee on every donation received (Netroots Foundation, n.d.). 
Due to several criteria that I outline in my dependent variable section, the BLC list of formal and 
informal student organizations that protested at their institutions in 2015 reduced from 86 to 79. I 
also include a list of what institutions had protests in my dependent variable section. 
Research Variables for BLC Student Organization Protest Model and Formal and 
Informal Student Organization Protest Model 
Outcome Variable 

The total number of institutions in my sample is 1,110. The outcome variable of the first 
model is BLC student organizations that protested or not for the 2015-16 academic year. It is a 
dichotomous and categorical variable that examines if an institution had a BLC student- 
organization-led protest or not. The second model builds off the first and measures student 
protests through formal student organizations and informal student organizations compared with 


institutions with student organization that protested for 2015-16 academic year. It is a 
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trichotomous categorical variable that examines multiple categories. The three categories are: 
BLC formal, informal, and no student organizations that protested. 

Table 1 lists the outcome variables. The variables were constructed from the Black 
Liberation Collective’s website that collected 86 protesting institutions from the 2015-16 
academic year (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). In addition, IPEDS data were used as well to 
help construct the outcome variable. Institutions that do not involve student protests from formal 
or informal student organizations were defined as institutions without formal student 
organization protests. Each institution on the BLC list was examined rigorously to find out if 
they had a formal or informal student organization that protested during 2015. To gather that 
information, a Google search was conducted that included a Boolean keyword search of the 
name of the institution on the BLC list as “X” and “student protest” and “2015.” The first 10 
pages of Google search engine results were reviewed. Multiple campus, local, and national 
newspapers that provided hits on the Google search were examined to verify if protests were led 
by formal or informal student organizations. If a formal or informal student organization was 
mentioned in the newspaper, then the website of the institution under question was consulted to 
examine if the organization was indeed a formalized student body. A formalized student body is 
any student organization that is officially sanctioned by an institution. 

Out of the 86 institutions I investigated, 79 were retained to construct the dichotomous 
protest variable. The dichotomous variable for the first model was constructed for 79 institutions 
that contained student collective action in 2015 and were led and initiated by a student 
organization whether formal or informal. Institutions without any student organization protests in 
2015 were 1,031 and coded as “0” for not having a protest with a BLC student organization and 


“1” for having a protest led by a BLC student organization. The BLC student organization that 
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protested or not variable was the only variable that needed to be constructed, as all others are 
available and included within the IPEDS survey universe. Concerning the second model, the 
institutions that had a BLC formal student-organization-led protest were 43. The institutions that 
had an informal student-organization-led protest were 36. Institutions with no formal or informal 
BLC student-organization-led protests were 1,031. The outcome variable was coded as “1” for 
having a protest led by a BLC formal student organization, “2” for having a BLC protest led by 
an informal student organization, and “3” for having neither a BLC formal nor informal led 
student organization protest. Only BLC student organization protests were examined in the 
model, and protests that may have occurred unaffiliated with the BLC were not recorded and 
thus put in the category of no BLC student organization protest. More is included on what this 
might mean for the study in the limitation section. The independent variables that were utilized 
for the second conceptual model’s outcome variable were identical to the first model. Because I 
examined the relationship between resource factors and student organizations, I wanted to 
understand if there were any differences between formal and informal student organizations that 


mobilized. 
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Table 1 
Dependent Variable for the First Model and Second Model 


Variable Definition 
Black Liberation Collective formal and A dichotomous and categorical variable that 
informal student organization protest examines if an institution had a formal or 
informal student-organization-led protest or 
IPEDS: BLC not. This variable measures the BLC’s formal 


or informal student organizations that had a 
protest event in the 2015-16 academic year at 
a higher education institution. The variable 
was constructed from the Black Liberation 
Collective’s website that collected 86 
protesting institutions from the 2015-16 
academic year (Our Demands, n.d.). 


Formal, informal, and no student organization | A hierarchical categorical variable also 


protest constructed from the Black Liberation 
Collective website. The variable measures 
IPEDS: FORMALINFORMALNO whether an institution has a formal student, 


informal, or no student organization protest. 
The outcome variable was coded as “1” for 
having a BLC protest with a formal student 
organization, “2” for having a BLC protest 
with an informal student organization, and 
“3” for having neither a formal nor informal 
BLC student organization protest. 


Institutions were excluded from the treatment group on several grounds. First, institutions 
were eliminated if no data could be found on their demands. After an extensive Google search, I 
found no further information for 11 institutions that were featured on the BLC demands list in 
2015. So, because I could not find any information beyond their demands, I treated those 
institutions as missing data. Those institutions were already included in my sample, so they were 
coded as having no student organization protest. Approximately four institutions fit these criteria 


(Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). Institutions that do not meet the twofold criteria listed above 
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were coded as “0” in the full sample. In addition, they were coded only if they are an institution 
in the United States. If they are not an institution in the United States, then they were not 
included in the study. 

Furthermore, I conducted additional research on all institutions that had protest demands 
issued at them. Based on the information I located from my Google search, I was able to identify 
whether each student organization that issued demands was a formal or an informal organization. 
Formal student organizations comprise organizations that are recognized by their respective 
institutions. This includes organizations that comply with the institutional policies, norms and 
values, mission, and fill the required official positions required by their respective institutions. 
Formal student organizations can receive funding from their institutions (Klemencié, 2020). 
Informal student organizations comprise organizations that are not formally recognized by their 
institutions. Table 2 demonstrates the breakdown of formal and informal student organizations 
that issued protest demands in 2015 and the institutions issued them. I decided to also separately 
code another protest variable that measures formal, informal, and no student organizations. This 
variable was utilized to help me better understand to what extent there are differences between 
resource factors and these types of organizations. The second model was elaborated on further in 


the research design section. 
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Table 2 


Formal and Informal Student Organization Protests from Black Liberation Collective 
Organization 


Formal student organizations 


Informal student organizations 


SOD GO SIONS Son LD 


10 
11 
12 


13. 


Northern Arizona University 
California Polytechnic State University 
California State University- East Bay 
University of California, Berkeley 
University of California, Irvine 
University of California, Los Angeles 
Claremont Mckenna College 
Occidental College 

University of California, San Diego 

. Santa Clara University 

. University Southern California 
Yale University 

Emmanuel College 

. Georgia Southern University 

. University of Kansas 

. Tulane University of Louisiana 

. University of Baltimore 

. Johns Hopkins University 

. Loyola University, Maryland 

. Brandeis University 

. Harvard University 

. Tufts University 

. University of Michigan — Ann Arbor 
. Saint Louis University 

. Dartmouth College 

. Bard College 

. New York University 

. Duke University 

. John Carroll University 

. Lewis & Clark College 

. University of Oregon 

. Portland State University 

. Brown University 

. Vanderbilt University 

. Southern Methodist University 

. University of Virginia 

. University of Puget Sound 

. Beloit College 

. Purdue University 

. State University of New York at New Paltz 
. Simmons University 

. Grinnell College 

. Eastern Michigan University 


. San Francisco State University 
. University of Connecticut 

. Wesleyan University 

Howard University 

. Clark Atlanta University 
Emory University 

. Morehouse College 

. Spelman College 

. Towson University 

10. Amherst College 

11. Boston College 

12. Michigan State University 
13. Macalester College 

14. Missouri State University, Springfield 
15. Princeton University 

16. Colgate University 

17. Ithaca College 

18. Sarah Lawrence College 

19. SUNY College at Potsdam 
20. Guilford College 

21. University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 


22. University of North Carolina at Greensboro 


23. University of Cincinnati-Main Campus 
24. Clemson University 

25. University of South Carolina-Columbia 
26. Middle Tennessee State University 

27. Virginia Commonwealth University 
28. University of Wyoming 

29. Kennesaw State University 

30. Alabama University 

31. Notre Dame of Maryland University 
32. Babson College 

33. Washington University in St. Louis 

34. Webster University 

35. Hamilton College 

36. University of Missouri 
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Independent Variables 

After examining the literature, several institutional factors were found to be predictive of 
student collective action. These predictors were included in the models to analyze the 
relationship between institutional characteristics and student collective action. The variables 
include structural (size, selectivity, and control), financial (tuition, endowment, average faculty 
salary), student demographics (race/ethnicity, gender, and Pell Grant program recipient), and 
faculty and staff characteristics (faculty and staff size). 

Structure Characteristics. Previous studies have found institutional factors such as size, 
selectivity, and institutional control to be predictors of student collective action (Astin et al., 
1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Barnhardt, 2015; J. W. Scott & El-Assal, 1969; Van Dyke, 
1998). Therefore, based on the literature review as well as the theoretical framework, these 
institutional-level factors shown in Table 3 were retained in the study. Institutional size is a 
categorical variable that was recoded as a dummy variable. It measures institutions reporting the 
total number of students enrolled by size. Previous studies (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018) in the 
field included categories of institution size. This study includes this distinction to further 
distinguish the resource factors. The five categories of sizes are under 1,000; 1,000-4,999; 
5,000-9,999; 10,000—19,999; and 20,000 and above. The under-1,000 category contained 66 
institutions and was deleted from the study because no BLC student organization protests 
occurred at institutions that size. The institutional size of 20,000 and above was used as the base 
group because it is the largest size. Selectivity is a continuous variable that measures the 
percentage of undergraduate students admitted. Institutional control is a categorical variable 
measured by an institution indicating whether it is public or private not-for-profit. A public 


institution is operated by publicly elected officials and supported by public funds. A private not- 
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for-profit is an institution that receives no compensation for the assumption of risk. Institutional 


control was recoded as a dummy variable. Public institutions were used as the reference group in 


this study. 
Table 3 
Independent Variable for the Model 
Variable Definition 
Institutional size is a categorical variable that 
Size measures institutions reporting the total 
number of students enrolled. It was recoded 
IPEDS: SIZE as a dummy variable with 20,000 and above 


as the reference group. Institutions reported 
four categories: 1,000-4,999; 5,000—9,999; 
10,000—19,999; and 20,000 and above. 


Selectivity is a continuous variable. It 
Selectivity measures the percentage of undergraduate 
students admitted in the academic year. 
IPEDS: SELECTIVITY 


Institutional control is a categorical variable 


Institutional control measured by an institution indicating whether 
it is public, private not-for-profit, or private 
IPEDS: CONTROL not-for-profit. It was recoded as a dummy 


variable with public institutions as the 
reference group. 


Financial Characteristics. Researchers have found tuition, endowment, and average 
faculty salaries to be predictive of student collective action (Asal et al., 2017; Byrd et al., 2019; 
Soule, 1995; Van Dyke, 2003; Zilvinskis et al., 2020). Table 4 shows the financial characteristics 
variables used in this study. Tuition and fees for 2015-16 is a continuous variable that measures 
tuition price of attendance for full-time, first-time undergraduate students for the full academic 
year. It was divided by $1,000 to help interpret the beta coefficient by $1,000 increases or 
decreases. Endowment is a continuous variable that measures endowment assets at the year-end 


per full-time enrollment (FTE) based on Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) 
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and Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB). FASB standards are utilized for private or 
public institutions. GASB standards are used for public institutions. GASB and FASB reporting 
was combined to cover both private and public institutions. This variable was also divided by 
$1,000 for similar reasons as tuition. This operation was performed instead of log transforming 
the variable because when the variable was logged the odds ratio was extremely high. Average 
faculty salary is a continuous variable that measures the average salary that equates to 9 months 
of full-time instruction of all ranks. Average faculty salary was divided by $1,000 as well for the 
same reasons as endowment and tuition. 


Table 4 
Independent Variables for the Model 


Variable Definition 
Tuition The tuition and fees variable are continuous 
and derive from 2015-2016 academic year. 
IPEDS: TUITION The variable was divided by $1,000. 
Endowment Endowment is a continuous variable. It 
measures endowment assets at the year-end 
IPEDS: ENDOWMENT per full-time enrollment (FTE) based on 


Governmental Accounting Standards Board 
(GASB) and Financial Accounting Standards 
Board (FASB). Because GASB is for public 
institutions and FASB is for public and 
private institutions, data from GASB and 
FASB were combined. Additionally, the 
variable was divided by $1,000. 


Average faculty salary Average faculty salary is a continuous 
variable. It was divided by $1,000. The 
average faculty salary variable measures the 
IPEDS: FACULTYSALARY average salary that equates to 9 months of 
full-time instruction of all ranks. 
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Student Demographic Characteristics. Studies have found race/ethnicity, gender, and 


percentage of Pell Grant program recipients to be predictors of student collective action (Astin et 


al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Byrd et al., 2019; Morgan et al., 2019). Table 5 shows the 


student demographic characteristic variables used in the study. Since the BLC is predominantly a 


Black student organization, I included the percentage of total undergraduate enrollment who 


identified as Black or African American enrolled for credit during the fall semester in my model. 


Gender is a continuous variable that measures the percentage of undergraduate women enrolled 


for credit during the fall semester. Percentage of Pell Grant program recipients is a continuous 


variable. It measures the percentage of undergraduate students who were awarded Pell Grants in 


the 2015 academic year. 


Table 5 
Independent Variables in the Model 


Variable 


Definition 


Percent of Black or African American 
undergraduate students enrolled 


IPEDS: PERCENTBLACK 


This variable measures the percentage of total 
undergraduate enrollment who identify as 
Black or African American enrolled for credit 
during the fall semester. The BLC is 
predominantly a Black student organization. 


Percentage of total undergraduate women 
enrolled 


IPEDS: PERCENTWOMEN 


Gender is a continuous variable that measures 
the percentage of undergraduate women 
enrolled for credit during the fall semester. 


Percentage of Pell Grant Program recipients 


IPEDS: PELLGRANT 


Percentage of Pell Grant program recipients is 
a continuous variable. It measures the 
percentage of undergraduate students that 
were awarded Pell Grants in the 2015 
academic year. 
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Faculty and Staff Characteristics. Scholars and researchers have found that faculty and 
staff size is a factor in student collective action (Asal et al., 2017; Bayer, 1971). Table 6 shows 
the faculty and staff characteristic variables used in the study. Total faculty and staff size is a 
continuous variable that was divided by 1,000 to assist in interpreting the beta coefficient. Total 
faculty and staff size measures the total full-time equivalent (FTE) staff by occupational 
category. The occupational categories involve instructional, research, and public service as well 


as other administrative officials that work at the institution. 


Table 6 
Independent Variables in the Model 
Variable Definition 
Total faculty and staff size Total faculty and staff size is a continuous 
variable that was divided by 1,000. It 
IPEDS: TOTALFTE measures total full-time equivalent (FTE) 


staff by occupational category. The 
occupational categories involve instructional, 
research, and public service as well as other 
administrative officials that work at the 
institution. 


Research Design 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between institutional 
characteristics and student collective action by implementing a conceptual model and utilizing 
RMT. Therefore, this quantitative study utilized two models to examine the relationship between 
structural, financial, student demographics, and faculty and staff characteristics and student 
organization protests. I utilized two models to help me understand the relationship with the 


resource factors and student organizations that protested in 2015. The purpose of estimating a 
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binary logistic regression model was primarily due to the outcome variable of student 
organization protest being dichotomous in nature. Thus, a binary logistic regression is the most 
appropriate method for this procedure. The second model estimated a multinomial logistic 
regression. The purpose of using that statistical technique is to allow for the outcome variable to 
include more than two categories. 

To ensure the analysis was successful, I conducted the following operations. First, once 
my data was collected from IPEDs I presented descriptive statistics to better understand the 
scope of my data. Second, I handled any missing data in my sample. Next, I examined the 
variance inflation factor to diagnose multicollinearity. Similarly, I presented several correlation 
tests to also assist in diagnosing multicollinearity. Afterwards, I utilized the receiver operator 
characteristic (ROC) curve to examine goodness of fit for the binary logistic regression model. 
Afterwards, I estimated both models and created interaction terms to test for interaction effects. 
Descriptive Analysis 

After selecting my sample, I presented descriptive statistics on my variables. Descriptive 
statistics helped me examine the central measures of tendencies and frequencies of my 
continuous and categorical variables. Descriptive statistics also assisted me with catching any 
possible mistakes in the data and verifying if missing data had been categorized properly in 
SPSS. I also presented cross tabulations on institutional control and institution size to examine 
more closely institutions having BLC protests or not. I also presented cross tabulations on 
institutions with formal, informal, and no student organization protests. 

Missing Data 
When transferring the data to SPSS (Version 26), the total number of institutions were 


1,255. Next, I needed to consider the parameters of the criteria I selected for my sample. So, I 
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deleted the 65 private-for-profit institutions leaving me with 1,190 institutions. Additionally, 
when I considered institutions with primarily baccalaureate and above, I found five institutions 
that were not primarily baccalaureate or above bringing my sample to 1,185. Additionally, eight 
institutions were deleted because they did not admit any undergraduate Black or African 
American students in 2015 bringing the sample to 1,177. Next, [coded my outcome variables 
and presented crosstabulations on size and the outcome variables to understand if certain sizes of 
institutions had BLC student organization protests or not. There are five categories of institution 
sizes, and they are: under 1,000; 1,000-4,999; 5,000—9,999; 10,000—19,999; and 20,000 and 
above. The under-1,000 category contained 66 institutions. Those 66 institutions did not contain 
any BLC student organization protests, so I deleted them from the sample. That brought my 
sample size to 1,111 institutions. I then considered how to handle missing data for variables. This 
is covered in the results section for missing data analysis. Once I handled all issues of missing 
data, the final sample total of institutions was 1,110. 

There were a few cases of missing data in my sample. The following variables had 
missing data from the cross-sectional data collected from IPEDS: There were 2 cases of missing 
data for average salary of faculty for all ranks; there were 28 cases missing for endowment 
FASB and GASB, and there were 99 cases for selectivity. To address missing data, I went back 
into IPEDS to collect more information on the items missing in my data. For the two institutions 
that did not report data for average faculty salary, I decided to examine longitudinal data in 
IPEDS from the years of 2014 and 2016. The two institutions were Thomas Edison State 
University and Warner Pacific University Professional and Graduate Studies. Since I am not 
interested in examining graduate institutions, I decided to delete Warner Pacific University 


Professional and Graduate Studies from my sample bringing the sample total to 1,110. In terms 
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of Thomas Edison State University, they reported the average faculty salary for all ranks in 2016 
as $1,156. I filled that value in for the missing data for that institution. The second lowest 
reported average faculty salary was $19,935 from Maharishi University of Management. To 
understand if the low average faculty salary Thomas Edison State University impacted the results 
as an outlier, I estimated a model with that institution removed and it did not change the results. 

There were also 28 cases of missing data for endowment assets per FTE enrollment. I 
examined IPEDS and selected details on endowment assets under the finance category. 
Specifically, I selected “Does this institution or any of its foundations or other affiliated 
organizations own endowment assets?” to get more details on whether the institutions reporting 
endowment assets did or did not have endowment assets to report. This option needs to be 
selected for institutions that use GASB and FASB. FASB is used for private-not-for-profit or 
public institutions. GASB is used for public institutions. I found that all 28 missing cases 
reported they had no endowment assets to report, so a value of 0 was entered for those 28 
institutions. 

Finally, the selectivity variable had 99 cases of missing data. The selectivity variable is 
the percentage of undergraduate students admitted to an institution. I went back to IPEDS and 
under admission consideration I selected open admission policy. The open admission policy 
reports whether institutions had an open admissions policy or not. Obtaining this information 
proved to be vital in explaining the reason certain institutions did not report selectivity data. All 
my missing data cases reported that they had an open admissions policy, so I was able to add 
them into the selectivity variable at the value of 100 to represent the percent for admission. After 
all missing data were accounted for and decisions to handle the missing data were made, the final 


sample total of institutions is 1,110. 
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Variance Inflation Factor 


Once descriptive statistics, missing data, and recoding was completed, I examined the 
variance inflation factor (VIF). The VIF quantifies the correlation between predictors included in 
the model. It is a method primarily used to diagnose multicollinearity, and it helped me to further 
understand if any predictors are highly correlated in my model. If the predictors are highly 
correlated in my model, then it indicates they may be dropped from the model. Statisticians 
argue anything below 10 is safe (Allison, 2001). I utilized the standard that a VIF below 10 does 
not present multicollinearity problems. 

Table 7 indicates the reported range of variance inflation factor (VIF) values 1.171 to 
8.098. Since the range of the VIF values for all independent variables was less than 10, none of 
the predictors in the model are highly correlated (Allison, 2001). Therefore, there does not 
appear to be a serious multicollinearity problem in the model. I also checked the VIF values after 
excluding institutional control from the model. The results were similar for most of the variables 
with the biggest differences being the VIF values of tuition (2.480) and average faculty salary 


(2.865) and percent of Pell Grant recipients (2.444). 
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Table 7 


Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) Values for all Independent Variables in Model 


Variable VIF 


Structure characteristics 


Private not-for-profit 6.115 


Institution Size 


1,000-4,999 6.433 
5,000—9,999 3395 
10,000—19,999 2.321 
Selectivity 1.581 
Financial characteristics 

Endowment (1000s) 1.657 
Tuition (1000s) 8.098 
Average faculty salary (1000s) 3.307 
Student demographic characteristics 

Percent Black 1.738 
Percent Pell Grant 2.550 
Percent women Lisl 


Faculty and staff characteristics 


Total staff (1000s) 2.598 


Note. The base group for institutional control is public. The base 
group for institution size is 20,000+. 


Correlation Tests 

To further assist me in diagnosing multicollinearity, I utilized several correlation tests. 
Presenting a correlation matrix revealed that correlation between my variables ranged .006 to 
.833. The correlation between tuition and control was -.833. Institution size at 1,000-4,999 and 
5,000-9,999 was at .804. I utilized a Pearson’s correlation to take a closer look at any possible 


correlations between my independent variables. This assisted with further diagnosing potential 


66 


multicollinearity issues. The correlations ranged from .002 to .848. Tuition and private not-for- 
profit remained highly correlated at .848. Several other variables were moderately correlated at 
around .5 including private not-for-profit and 1,000-4,999 and 5,000—9,999; institution size of 
1,000-4,999 and 5,000—9,999; and percent of undergraduate Black or African American students 
and Pell Grant recipients. Average faculty salary was moderately correlated to endowment and 
total staff variables around .5 as well. 

Since the bivariate correlation tests revealed they were highly correlated, I estimated the 
logit models with all variables included and estimated another model with the institutional 
control variable excluded from the model as a sensitivity test. Thus, in the logit models, I 
estimated a model with all the resource factors included and another with the institutional control 
variable excluded. I examined if the exclusion of the institutional control variable changed the 
substance of the results in any way and reported it. 

Receiver Operator Characteristic Curve 

After diagnosing multicollinearity, it is important to examine the receiver operator 
characteristic (ROC) curve. The ROC curve is a measurement that helps understand if the 
predictive model can distinguish between true positives and negatives (Grace-Martin, 2016). In 
other words, the ROC curve aims to plot out the sensitivity and specificity for all cutoffs between 
0 and 1 for the predictive model and is thus helpful for binary logistic regression models (Grace- 
Martin, 2016). The ROC curve is demonstrated visually in the form of a graph. The sensitivity is 
represented by the Y-axis, and the X-axis is the 1-specificity (Asal et al., 2017). Additionally, in 
the graph the 45-degree line signifies a 50/50 probability of a dichotomous outcome variable 
(Asal et al., 2017; Grace-Martin, 2016). I utilized the ROC curve to examine the goodness of fit 


for the binary logistic regression model. 
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Figure 4 presents the ROC curve for the model in graph form. As the curve moves above 
the 45-degree line it means the model is a better fit (Asal et al., 2017). Besides the ROC curve 
there is a statistic called area under the curve (AUC) that assists in describing how well the 
model predicts (Grace-Martin, 2016). Usually, an AUC of .8 or .9 is considered excellent 
(Mandrekar, 2010), and my model’s AUC was .867. Thus, it appears the binary logistic 


regression is a good model. 


Figure 4 


Receiver Operator Characteristic Curve for Binary Logistic Regression Model 
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Independent Samples t Test 
I utilized an independent samples f test in this study. The test is used to compare the 
means between two independent groups to understand if the means between populations are 


different. In this study, the independent groups are institutions that did have BLC student 
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organization protests and institutions that did not have student organization protests. The 
independent samples ¢ tests were conducted to understand the measures of central tendencies 
between institutions with BLC student organization protests and those without student 
organization protests and if there is any significance between those averages. 


Binary Logistic Regression 


ePotb1x44+--b41%11 


PY [x1 + X2 eK) = v 


= 14+eb0tbix4+---b11%11 (1) 


In (4) = bo + byXx4 +: by4X41 (2) 
The logistic regression model equation (1) predicts the probability of the outcome 
variable given the independent variables: where Y is the binary dichotomous outcome variable 


the Black Liberation Collective (BLC) student organization protests that occurred on campuses 


in 2015 and those institutions without BLC student organizations protests and x; = represents an 


independent variable in the model. The sequence of x; to x7; represents the 11 independent 
variables in the model which are: total staff, tuition, endowment, average faculty salary, size at 


1,000-4,999, size at 5,000—-9,999, size at 10,000—19,999, selectivity, percent of undergraduate 


Black students, percent of undergraduate women, and percent of Pell Grant recipients. The logit 


equation (2) determines the probability of being in a BLC student organization mobilization, 7 , 


as opposed to not being in a BLC student organization mobilization (1 — 9). 


A binary logistic regression model was used to investigate the relationship between 


institutional characteristics and student collective action. Specifically, my dichotomous outcome 


variable measures whether an institution had a BLC student organization protest or not. This 
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includes both formal and informal student organization protests. The logistic regression model 
estimated the odds of whether an institution had a student organization protest, and it does so in 
terms of log odds and presents results as odds ratios. The independent variables included in the 
model were ordered by structure (size, selectivity, and institution control), finance (tuition and 
fees, endowment, and average faculty and staff salary), student demographics (percentage of 
undergraduate Black or African American students, percentage of undergraduate women, 
percentage of Pell Grant recipients), and faculty and staff characteristics (total faculty and staff 
size). The hypothesis and theory I tested was that institutions with more institutional resource 
factors will be more predictive of student-organization-led protests. Institutional resource factors 
would translate to more movement resources for social movement organizations to mobilize. 
This study examined the relationship between institutional predictors and student 
collective action of student organizations by utilizing RMT. In the first model, the resource 
categories aim to better understand that relationship. I suggest that there may be a relationship 
between institutional resource characteristics and student organizations that mobilize. I expected 
to find that institutions with more selective environments and larger enrollment sizes contained 
more student organization mobilizing. Additionally, I expected to find that institutions with 
higher endowments, tuition, and average faculty and staff salaries with more staff, and fewer Pell 
Grant recipients contain more student mobilization protests. 
Hypothesis 1: Institutions with larger structure, financial, student demographic, and faculty and 


staff characteristics were more likely to contain student organization mobilization. 


Multinomial Logistic Regression 
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ePotb1x44+-b41%11 


aed = J) = 1+ebotbix1+--b11%11 (3) 
ePotbh1x44+-b11%11 
(Saas) = bo + by xq ++ by X14 (4) 


The logistic regression model equation (3) predicts the probability of the outcome 
variable BLC formal and informal student organization mobilization greater than the reference 
group given the independent variables. Where y is the trichotomous outcome variable that is the 
Black Liberation Collective (BLC) formal and informal student organization protests that 
occurred on campuses in 2015. Where j is the reference group which are those institutions 
without BLC formal or informal student organizations protests. Betas b; are the parameters 
estimated related to the x;, an independent variable in the model. The sequence of x; to x11 
represent the 11 independent variables in the model: total staff, tuition, endowment, average 
faculty salary, size at 1,000-4,999, size at 5,000—9,999, size at 10,000—19,999, selectivity, 
percent of undergraduate Black students, percent of undergraduate women, and percent of Pell 
Grant recipients. The logit equation (4) calculates the probability of being in the BLC formal and 
informal student organization mobilization or not in a BLC formal or informal student 
organization mobilization. 

Multinomial logistic regression assisted me because it predicted different possible 
outcomes. The outcome variable for the multinomial logistic regression differentiated between 
formal, informal, and institutions with no student organizations that protested. The institutional 
resource factors mentioned above were included when estimating the model. 

Since both formal and informal student organizations received different funding from 


their respective institutions (Klemen¢cié, 2020), I estimated a multinomial logistic regression for 
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the second model to better understand that relationship. I expected to find that institutions with 
formal student organization protests contained more institutional resources than institutions with 
informal student organization protests. 
Hypothesis 2: Institutions with larger structure, financial, student demographic, and faculty and 
staff characteristics were more likely to contain formal student organization than informal 
student organization mobilization. 
Interaction Effects 

To test for interaction effects with my predictors, I constructed interaction variables and 
included them in the model. Specifically, I tested for interaction effects between student income 
and selectivity. Based on the literature, student activists from different financial backgrounds 
may respond differently to being at selective institutions and protesting (Byrd et al., 2019; Kahn 
& Bowers, 1970; Soule, 1997). To that end, I included a post-estimation test for the constructed 
interaction variables to examine whether they are having an interaction effect. The post- 
estimation test assisted me in understanding if the estimated model with interaction effects terms 
significantly improved the original baseline model without the interaction effects terms. 
Limitations 

There were limitations to using a secondary national dataset like IPEDS for my study. 
First, IPEDS did not contain or measure my outcome variable of BLC student organizations that 
protested. The primary purpose of IPEDS is to collect and gather information from institutions 
that participate in federal programs (Miller & Shedd, 2019). The national data I collected from 
the BLC website was limited as well. For instance, the outcome variable only considers 79 
student organization protest groups from the 2015 academic year (Black Liberation Collective, 


n.d.). Also, the BLC list was selective and did not include other institutions that possibly 
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experienced protests in the same year. This means the outcome variable of the binary logistic 
regression model that measures whether an institution had a student organization that protested is 
limited. Thus, it is limited because it may possibly omit institutions that may meet the criteria of 
student organization that protested in 2015, but for one reason or another they were not included 
on the BLC website. So, the outcome variable may not represent the complete set of all 
institutions that contained student organizations that protested in 2015. Institutions that possibly 
contained student organization protests in 2015 could be incorrectly coded as “0” which means 
they contained no student organization protests. To possibly address this issue, it should be noted 
that this study specifically examined Black Liberation Collective student organization (formal 
and informal) protests in 2015 and not all student organizations that protested that year. 
Therefore, this study focused on Black student organizations that protested to the exclusion of 
other student organizations that may have protested that same year. 

Furthermore, I reported several institutions with protest demands as missing data because 
I was not able to find any information on whether protests occurred at those institutions. To 
examine whether a student protest occurred at those institutions I had to define the parameters by 
utilizing a Google search. I investigated whether protests occurred on those campuses and 
whether they were led by a formal or an informal student organization. This process involved 
examining campus newspapers, local and national news sources, and utilizing higher education 
institutions’ websites to verify these formal student organizations exist. Such a process dwindled 
my list of student organization protesting institutions to 79. 

Another limitation is that I cannot examine the funding each formal student organization 
receives from their respective institutions. That information would help assist me in 


understanding the resources, at least in the sense of financial resources, that were available to the 
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student organizations that protested. Instead, I assumed that all formal student organizations to 
some extent received resources from their respective institutions. 

A further limitation was the extent to which I could possibly understand the link between 
institutional characteristics and student collective action. While I have built a conceptual model 
based on the literature that will utilize RMT, it is difficult to assess to what extent another theory 
may have an impact on the relationship this study attempted to examine (Berger, 2000; Berger & 
Milem, n.d.; Chen, 2012; Fine, 2012; McCarthy & Zald, 1977). For instance, although I am 
testing for RMT, there may be other plausible theories or explanations for the findings of this 
study such as critical mass theory (Astin et al., 1975; Bayer, 1971; Crossley & Ibrahim, 2012; 
Edwards, 2014; Oliver & Marwell, 1988; Van Dyke, 1998). It could plausibly be thought that the 
findings of the study were due to critical mass because it is a resource that student activists need 
to be able to effectively organize and mobilize. In addition, it could also plausibly be considered 
that because size is a structure characteristic, any finding on size could be explicated as bigger 
institutions simply having more problems necessitating protest than smaller ones, which would, 
of course, not be an RMT perspective. These are certainly limitations this study faces. Future 
studies should examine to what extent theories such as critical mass impact student collective 
action. 

In this chapter I discussed the study’s research design and methodology. I also explained 
the national datasets that were used in this study and provided the reason for why they were 
selected. I further described the dependent and independent variables that were selected as well 
as the rationale for my variable selection. Afterwards, I elaborated on my research design, and I 
mentioned the procedure of the steps I followed in my study. I accomplished this by discussing 


data management, descriptive statistics, VIF test, binary logistic regression, and multinomial 
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logistic regression, and testing for interaction effects. Concerning the latter, I justified using 
interaction effects based on the findings in the literature. Finally, I explained several limitations 


of my study. Next, I present the findings of the study. 
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Chapter IV 
Results 
Introduction 

In this chapter I focus on the results of my analysis. I attempted to answer the following 
research questions of this study: (1) To what extent do institutional resource factors, including 
structure, finance, student demographic characteristics, and faculty and staff characteristics, 
relate to student organization protests? (2) To what extent do those resource factors relate to 
formal and informal student organizations when compared with institutions that do not contain 
student organization protests? 

The results of the study are organized into two sections: descriptive and inferential 
statistical findings. The first section includes descriptive statistics of all independent variables 
included in the models. I included means, percentages, ranges, and standard deviations. I used 
cross tabulations to compare characteristics of Black Liberation Collective (BLC) student 
organization protests and institutions without them. Finally, I present the results of an 
independent samples f test. 

The second section presents the logistic regression and multinomial logistic regression 
results of the study. This includes the sensitivity tests conducted for both logit models. Finally, I 
included an analysis of interaction effects tests involving a post-estimation test and testing for 
interaction terms of selectivity and percent of Pell Grant recipients. 

Descriptive Statistics Findings 

This study used IPEDS data from 2015. Tables 8 through 12 describe all independent 

variables included in the models. Tables 8 and 9 summarize descriptive statistics for categorical 


and continuous variables. Tables 10 and 11 present cross tabulations that compare BLC student 
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organizations with institutions without them. Table 12 presents the independent samples ¢ test 
that compares institutions with BLC student organization protests to those without them. 
Descriptive statistics in Table 8 indicate that for institution control, private not-for-profit 
(57.84%) make up over half the institutions in the sample, while public institutions (42.16%) are 
a little under half. Regarding institution size, institutions with enrollment sizes of 1,000—-4,999 
(51.71%) comprise over half the sample. The second highest enrollment size is 5,000—9,999 
(19.64%), and that is significantly less than the former. The remaining enrollment sizes of 


10,000—19,999 (14.86%) and 20,000 and above (13.78%) contain almost the same percentages. 


Table 8 


Descriptive Statistics of Categorical Variables (n = 1110) 


Variable Weighted percent SD 


Structure characteristics 


Institution control 


Public 42.16% 49.40% 
Private not-for-profit 57.84% 49.40% 
Institution size 

1,000 — 4,999 51.71% 49.99% 
5,000 — 9,999 19.64% 39.74% 
10,000 — 19,999 14.86% 35.59% 
20,000+ 13. 34.48% 

78% 


Note. Institution control and institution size were converted from 
decimal into percentage. 


Table 9 presents descriptive statistics of continuous variables and provides the weighted 


mean, standard deviations, and range of each independent variable in the model. The mean 
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selectivity or percent of students admitted is 66.40%. The standard deviation is 20.26% with the 
minimum acceptance rate being low (5%) and the maximum high (100%). 

Examining the financial characteristics of the sample shows the average faculty salary 
was $74,296.22 with a standard deviation of $19,643.49. The range shows the minimum average 
faculty salary was $1,156 and the highest was $192,186, which demonstrates a vast range of 
average faculty salary pay for all ranks in 2015. The average tuition and fees for 2015 was 
$23,004.12 with a standard deviation of $14,277.152. The range minimum ($4,403) and 
maximum ($53,000) shows a big disparity for tuition and fees for 2015. The mean endowment 
was $56,567.88 with a standard deviation of $169,176.48. The minimum ($0.00) and the 
maximum ($2,662,28) display a vast difference between institutions in terms of their 
endowments reported in 2015. 

The student demographic characteristics shows there was an average of 12.44% Black 
undergraduate students on campus with a 17.05% standard deviation. The range of minimum 
(1%) and maximum (96%) shows that some institutions had few undergraduate Black students, 
while for other institutions undergraduate Black students made up the majority. Undergraduate 
women made up more than half (57.23%) of the cross-sectional sample with some campuses 
having low (0%) and others having a high percentage (100%). The average Pell Grant recipients 
in the sample was 34.10% with a standard deviation of 13.89%. The minimum (0%) and 
maximum (83%) shows that an institution did not contain Pell Grant recipients (Southeastern 
Baptist Theological Seminary), while for others those recipients made up the majority. 

The descriptive statistics for the faculty and staff characteristic of average total staff on 
campus showed there was 1,743.14, and the standard deviation was higher (2,932.13). The 


difference between the minimum (61) and maximum (27,810) total staff was vast. 
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Table 9 


Descriptive Statistics of Continuous Variables (n = 1110) 


Variable Weighted mean SD Min Max 
Structure characteristics 
Selectivity 66.40% 20.26% 5% 100% 
Financial characteristics 
Average faculty | $74,296.22 $19,643.49 $1,156 $192.18 
salary 
Tuition $23,004.12 $14,277.15 $4,403 $53,000 
Endowment $56,567.88 $169,176.48 $0.00 $2,662,28 
Student characteristics 
Percent Black 12.44% 17.05% 1% 96% 
Percent Pell 34.10% 13.89% 0% 83% 
Grant 
Percent women | 57.23% 11.08% 0% 100% 
Faculty and staff characteristics 
Total staff 1,743.14 2942.13 61 27,810 


Tables 10 and 11 display the cross tabulations and weighted means of the two outcome 
variables of BLC student-organization-led protests compared to institutions without BLC student 
organization protests. Table 10 shows that the bulk of public (92.74%) and private not-for-profit 
(92.99%) institutions did not contain BLC protests. On the other hand, public (7.26%) 
institutions contained a slightly higher percent compared to private not-for-profit (7.01%). 
Institution sizes with weighted means of 1,000-4,999 (96.17%) and 5,000—9,999 (95.41%) 
contained the highest average of no BLC student organization protests. So, it appears smaller 
enrollment sizes on average contained fewest BLC student organization protests. Enrollment 
sizes of 10,000—19,999 (90.91%) and 20,000 and above (79.08%) contained lower averages of 


having no BLC student organization protests, but they were still high. On the other hand, for 
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institutions containing BLC student organization protests, by far the highest weighted mean was 
20,000 and above (20.92%). The second highest was 10,000-19,999 (9.09%). So, it appears that 
institutions with higher enrollment sizes contained more BLC student organization protests. 

Institutions with enrollment sizes of 5,000—9,999 (4.59%) and 1,000-4,999 (3.83%) on average 


contained the fewest BLC student organization protests. 


Table 10 


Cross Tabulation Analysis of Structure Characteristics by No Student Protest Organization and 
BLC Student Protest Organization 


Variable Weighted percentage 
No BLC student BLC student organization 
organization protest protest 


Structure characteristics 


Institution control 


Public 92.74% 7.26% 
Private not-for-profit | 92.99% 7.01% 
Institution size 

1,000 — 4,999 96.17% 3.83% 
5,000 — 9,999 95.41% 4.59% 
10,000 — 19,999 90.91% 9.09% 
20,000+ 79.08% 20.92% 


Note. Institution control and institution size were converted from decimal into 
percentage. 


As Table 11 illustrates, public (92.74%) and private not-for-profit (92.99%) contained 
almost the same weighted mean of no BLC formal or informal student organization protests. On 
the other hand, private not-for-profit (4.05%) contained a slightly higher average of BLC formal 


student organization protests than public (3.63%); however, for BLC informal student 
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organization protests, public (3.63%) contained a higher average when compared to private not- 
for-profit (2.96%). 

Examining institutions with no BLC formal or informal student organization protests, 
enrollment sizes of 1,000-4,999 (96.17%) and 5,000—9,999 (95.41%) contained the highest 
averages. Enrollment sizes of 10,000—19,999 (90.91%) contained slightly lower averages, but 
institutions with enrollment sizes of 20,000 and above (79.08%) contained the lowest average of 
institutions with no BLC formal or informal student organization protests. On the other hand, 
enrollment sizes of 20,000 and above contained the highest average of BLC formal (11.76%) and 
informal (9.15%) student organization protests. Enrollment sizes of 10,000—19,999 contained the 
second highest averages with formal (4.85%) and informal (4.24%) student organization protests. 
This presents similar comparisons to Table 10 in terms of institutions with larger enrollment 
numbers containing higher averages of BLC student organization protests. Smaller enrollment 
sizes of 1,000-4,999 for formal (1.57%) and informal (2.26%) student organization protests and 
sizes of 5,000—9,999 for formal (3.67%) and informal (.92%) student organization protests 


contained the lower averages compared to institutions with higher enrollment sizes. 
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Table 11 


Cross Tabulation of Analysis of Structure Characteristics by Formal Student Organization 
Protest, Informal Student Organization Protest, and No Student Organization Protest 


Variable Weighted percentage 
Formal student Informal student No student 
organization protest organization protest organization protest 


Structure characteristics 


Institution control 


Public 3.63% 3.63% 92.74% 
Private not-for-profit | 4.05% 2.96% 92.99% 
Institution size 

1,000 — 4,999 1.57% 2.26% 96.17% 
5,000 — 9,999 3.67% 92% 95.41% 
10,000 — 19,999 4.85% 4.24% 90.91% 
20,000+ 11.76% 9.15% 79.08% 


Note. Institution control and institution size were converted from decimal into percentage. 


An independent samples ¢ test was utilized to compare BLC student organization protests 
with institutions without them. Table 12 shows the structure, financial, student demographic, and 
faculty and staff characteristics of institutions with BLC student organizations compared with 
institutions without them. Institutions with enrollment sizes of 1,000—4,999 (27.85%) and 20,000 
and above (40.51%) appear to have the highest average of BLC student organization protests. 
The average selectivity rate of institutions with BLC student organization protests was 47.30% 
compared to non-BLC student organization protests, which have an acceptance rate of 67.86%. 

The financial characteristic of endowment showed that institutions with BLC student 
organization protests had average endowments of $211,193.70 compared to institutions without 
them, which had average endowments of $44,719.70. There was a $168,844 difference between 


endowments sizes between those groups. The average tuition of an institution that contained a 
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BLC student organization protest was $29,224.20 while institutions without BLC student 
organization protests had average tuition and fees of $22,527.50. Finally, the average faculty 
salary of institutions with BLC student organization protests was $96,489.50, which was higher 
than those institutions without BLC student organization protests ($72,595.70). 

Student demographic characteristics displayed comparable means for the percent of 
undergraduate Black or African American for institutions with BLC student organization protests 
(12.41%) and those without them (12.45%). The result is similar with women; institutions with 
BLC student organization protests (55.63%) and institutions without them (57.35%) contained 
roughly the same averages. The average percent of Pell Grant recipients at institutions with BLC 
student organization protests (25.49%) was lower than institutions without them (34.76%). There 
is a 9.27% difference between groups with institutions with BLC events containing fewer Pell 
Grant recipients. 

The faculty and staff characteristic of total staff displayed a difference between the 
number of staff between groups. At institutions with BLC protest events, the average total staff 
was 5,144 compared to those without protests at 1,483. On average there were 3,661 more staff 
than at institutions without protest events. 

The independent samples ¢ test results presented show that BLC institutions on average 
had larger enrollment sizes (40.51%), are more selective (47.30%), with fewer Pell Grant 
recipients (25.49%), and have higher endowments ($211,193.70), tuition ($29,224.20), and 
average faculty salaries ($96,489.50), and staff (5,144.30) when compared to institutions without 
BLC student organization protests. 

Of course, independent samples f tests do not measure the statistical relationship that 


these institutional characteristics have on one another. It simply compares the means between 
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independent groups. In this case, the groups compared were institutions with BLC student 
organization protests and those without them. To account for that statistical measure that 
considers the relationship between independent variables, it is necessary to utilize a multivariate 
approach. Hence the primary reason for conducting the logistic regression analysis was to 
examine the relationship between institutional characteristics and BLC student organization 


protests. 
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Table 12 


Independent Sample t Tests Analysis of Means of Structure, Financial, Student Demographic, 
and Faculty and Staff Characteristics by BLC Institutions and Non-BLC Institutions 


Variable Institutions with BLC protests Institutions without BLC 
protests 
M SD M SD 
Structure characteristics 
Institution control 
Private not-for-profit 56.96% 49.82% 57.90% 49.39% 
Public 43.04% 49.82% 42.10% 49.39% 
Institution size 
1,000-4,999 27.85 %*** 45.11% 53.54% 49.89% 
5,000—9,999 12.66% 33.46% 20.17% 40.15% 
10,000—19,999 18.99% 39.47% 14.55% 35.27% 
20,000+ 40.51% *** 49.40% 11.74% 32.20% 
Selectivity 47.30% *** 24.68% 67.86% 19.13% 
Financial characteristics 
Endowment $211,193.70*** | $424,884.89 $44,719.70 | $123,168.78 
Tuition $29,224.20*** | $17,955.33 $22,527.50 | $13,851.43 
Faculty salary $96,489.50*** | $26,081.53 $72,595.70 | $17,979.89 
Student demographic characteristics 
Percent Black 12.41% 19.80% 12.45% 16.84% 
Percent Pell Grant 25.49% *** 12.60% 34.76% 13.77% 
Percent women 55.63% 12.05% 57.35% 11.00% 
Faculty and staff characteristics 
Total staff 5,144.30*** 5,697.70 1,482.50 2,417.27 


Note. Institution control and institution size were converted from decimal into percentage. The 
means represent proportions for the variables listed above. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 


Inferential Statistics Findings 
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Binary Logistic Regression 

I estimated a binary logistic regression to answer the first research question: To what 
extent do institutional resource factors, including structure, finance, student demographic 
characteristics, and faculty and staff characteristics, relate to student organization protests? The 
independent variables were grouped together in the conceptual framework as resource factors of 
structure, financial, student demographic, and faculty and staff characteristics. Table 13 presents 
the odds ratio, significance levels, and standard errors for all independent variables included in 
the model; p values lower than 0.05, 0.01, and 0.001 are considered significant and reported and 
labelled. The odds ratio signifies a positive or negative relationship for all independent variables 
and the outcome variable of Black Liberation Collective student-organization-led protests. 

Structure Characteristics. The resource structure factors in the model were control, 
institution size, and selectivity. Institution size and selectivity were both found to be significant 
predictors in the model. The odds of having a BLC student organization protest on campus at an 
institution, as compared with institutions with 20,000 and above enrolled students, were lower by 
90.3% for institutions with 1,000-—4,999 students (OR = .097, p < .001), 85.8% for institutions 
with 5,000—9,9999 (OR = .142, p < .001), and 75.3% for institutions with 10,000—19,999 
students enrolled (OR = .247, p < .01). Selectivity, on the other hand, showed a negative 
relationship. The odds of having a BLC student organization protest decreased by 1.9% with a 
1% increase in the acceptance rate for an institution (OR = .981, p < .01). 

Financial Characteristics. Tuition was found to a significant predictor in the logit 
model. A $1,000 increase in tuition was related to a 6.7% increase in the odds of having a BLC 


student organization protest (OR = 1.067, p < .05). 


86 


Student Demographic Characteristics. Of the resource student demographic factors, 
percentage of undergraduate Black or African American students and Pell Grant recipients were 
both found to be significant predictors. A 1% increase in the percent of undergraduate Black 
students was related to a 4.2% increase in the odds of having a BLC student organization protest 
(OR = 1.042, p < .001). For every 1% increase in Pell Grant recipients, the odds of having a BLC 
student organization protest decreased by 4.7% (OR = .953, p < .01). 


Table 13 


Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting BLC Student Organization Protest 


Variable Odds ratio Significance SE 


Structure characteristics 


Institution control 


Private not-for-profit .209 .88 


Institution size 


1,000-4,999 .097 aos 58 
5,000—9,999 142 so 52 
10,000-19,999 247 a 44 
Selectivity 981 pa? .00 
Financial characteristics 

Endowment (1000s) 1.001 00 
Tuition (1000s) 1.067 7 .03 
Average Faculty Salary 1.001 .O1 
(1000s) 

Student demographic characteristics 

Percent Black 1.042 at, .O1 
Percent Pell Grant 953 a .O1 
Percent Women 1.024 .O1 


Faculty and staff characteristics 


Total staff (1000s) 1.000 .04 


Note. The base group for institutional control is public. The base group for institution size is 20,000+. 
*p < 05. **p < 01. ***p < .O01. 
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Sensitivity Test. After the logistic regression was estimated, and because the tuition and 
institutional control variables were both highly correlated, I estimated another logit model as a 
sensitivity test. I am ultimately interested in resources, so I excluded control and retained tuition 
in the model. When estimating the binary logistic regression with all independent variables 
excluding control, I found that it does slightly change the substance of the results presented 
above. For starters, it increased the significance level of institution enrollment sizes of 10,000— 
19,999 (OR = .221, p < .001). Additionally, the significance level was also increased for percent 
of Pell Grant recipients (OR = .947, p < .001). Finally, the tuition variable loses significance as a 
predictor for BLC student organization protests when excluding the private not-for-profit 


variable from the logit model. 


Table 14 
Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting BLC Student Organization Protest Sensitivity Test 
Variable Odds ratio Significance SE 

Structure characteristics 
Institution size 
1,000-4,999 097 shies 58 
5,000—9,999 142 oa 2 
10,000—19,999 221 ass 45 
Selectivity 981 ae .00 
Student demographic characteristics 
Percent Black 1.042 Toe O1 
Percent Pell Grant 947 mae O1 


Note. The base group for institutional control is public. The base group for institution size is 
20,000+. *p < .05. **p < .O1. ***p < .001. 
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Multinomial Logistic Regression 

I estimated a multinomial logistic regression to answer the second research question of 
my study: To what extent do those resource factors relate to formal and informal student 
organizations when compared with institutions that do not contain student organization protests? 
The independent variables in the model utilized the same conceptual framework as the resource 
factors mentioned above with structure, financial, student demographic, and faculty and staff 
characteristics. Table 15 presents the odds ratio, significance levels, and standard errors for all 
independent variables included in the model. The outcome variable of Black Liberation 
Collective formal, informal, or no student-organization-led protests. The reference group in the 
analysis was no student organization protest. 

The following variables were found to be statistically significant when comparing BLC 
formal and informal student organization protests to institutions that did not contain student 
organization protests: control, institution size, tuition, endowment, and percentage of 
undergraduate students who identify as Black or African American and Pell Grant recipients. 

Structure Characteristics. The odds of having a BLC formal student organization 
protest on campus, as compared with institutions with 20,000 and above enrolled students, were 
lower by 87.4% for institutions with 1,000-4,999 (OR = .126, p < .01) and 68.5% for institutions 
with 10,000—19,999 students enrolled (OR = .315, p < .05). On the other hand, the odds of 
having a BLC informal student organization protest, as compared with institutions with 20,000 
and above enrolled students, were lower by 94.6% for institutions with 1,000-4,999 (OR = .054, 
p < .001), 97.6% for institutions with 5,000—9,999 (OR = .024, p < .001), and 81.2% for 


institutions with 10,000—19,999 students enrolled (OR = .188, p <.05). Concerning institutional 
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control, the odds of having a BLC formal student organization protest on campus were 97.1% 
lower at private not-for-profit institutions than at public institutions (OR = .029, p < .05). 

Financial Characteristics. Several financial characteristic variables were found to be 
predictors in the model including tuition and endowment. A $1,000 increase in the tuition was 
related to a 14% increase in the odds of having a BLC formal student organization protest (OR = 
1.140, p < .01). A $1,000 increase in the endowment at an institution was related to a .2% 
increase in the odds of having a BLC informal student organization protest on campus (OR = 
1.002, p < .05). 

Student Demographic Characteristics. Several variables were found to be significant 
predictors including percentage of Black or African American undergraduate students and Pell 
Grant recipients. A 1% increase in the percentage of undergraduate Black students was related to 
a 6.6% increase in the odds of having a BLC informal student organization protest on campus 
(OR = 1.066, p < .001). For every 1% increase in the percentage of Pell Grant recipients on 
campus, the odds of having a BLC informal student protest decreased by 7.3% (OR = .927, p < 


01). 
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Table 15 


Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Formal and Informal Student Organization Protest 


Variable Odds ratio Significance SE 
Formal student organization protest 
Private not-for-profit .029 - 1.54 
1,000-4,999 126 ne 79 
5,000-9,999 445 .64 
10,000—19,999 315 = 7 
Selectivity .978 01 
Endowment (1000s) 1.000 .0O 
Tuition (1000s) 1.140 xe 05 
Average faculty salary 997 01 
(1000s) 
Percent Black 985 02 
Percent Pell Grant 989 02 
Percent women 1.034 01 
Total staff (1000s) 1.061 05 
Informal student organization protest 
Private not-for-profit .450 1.07 
1,000-4,999 .054 ee .80 
5,000-9,999 .024 oe .96 
10,000—19,999 188 = .60 
Selectivity 985 01 
Endowment (1000s) 1.002 .0O 
Tuition (1000s) 1.033 .03 
Average faculty salary .999 01 
(1000s) 
Percent Black 1.066 has 01 
Percent Pell Grant 927 ee 02 
Percent women 1.017 01 
Total staff (1000s) 894 07 


Note. The base group for institutional control is public. The base group for institution size is 20,000+. 
*p < 05. **p < 01. ***p < .O01. 
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Sensitivity Test. Similar to the last logit model, I conducted a sensitivity test. As shown 
in Table 16, I estimated the multinomial logit model above with all independent variables and 
excluded institution control as a sensitivity test. I did this because the variables of tuition and 
control as private not-for-profit were highly correlated. Estimating the model without the control 
variable did change the results somewhat. Many of the variables contained the same statistical 
significance levels; however, tuition was not found to be statistically significant for BLC formal 
student organization protests when excluding the institutional control variable from the model. 
Selectivity was found to be predictive for BLC formal student organization protests when 
excluding institutional control as a variable in the model (OR = .973, p < .05). Concerning BLC 
informal student organization protests, the results stayed the same except percent of Pell Grant 
recipients; the significance levels raised when the institutional control variable was excluded 
from the model (OR = .925, p < .001). 

When comparing the logit models, there were a few similar changes when control was 
excluded. First, percent of Pell Grant recipients increased in statistical significance for both 
models. Second, selectivity became statistically significant for the multinomial logit model to 
match the binary logit model. Other than that, most of the resource factors carried statistical 


significance across models. 
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Table 16 


Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Formal and Informal Student Organization 


Protest Sensitivity Test 


Variable Odds ratio Significance SE 

Formal student organization protest 

1,000-4,999 126 ee 719 
10,000—19,999 Re A bs) - 7 
Selectivity OS e Ol 
Informal student organization protest 

1,000-4,999 054 =e .80 
5,000-9,999 024 ee .96 
10,000—19,999 177 on .60 
Endowment (1000s) 1.002 hl .0O 
Percent Black 1.066 oer Ol 
Percent Pell Grant 924 ae 02 


Note. The base group for institution size is 20,000+. *p < .05. **p < 01. ***p < 001. 


Interaction Effects 


To determine if there were interaction effects between my predictors, this study 


conducted an analysis of a full model with interaction effect terms and a post-estimation test to 


compare the model with and without interaction effect terms. The interaction terms in this study 


were those between selectivity and percentage of Pell Grant recipients. Percentage of Pell Grant 


recipients was used to account for student income. I interacted a binary and a continuous 


variable. Selectivity was constructed into a binary variable with institutions at 47% and below 


coded as high selectivity at “1” and institutions above 48% coded as low selectivity at “0.” 


Institutions with a 47% and below selectivity rate were selected because the average Black 


Liberation Collective protests occurred at institutions with average acceptance rate of about 47%. 


Interaction effects occur when the effect of one independent variable is contingent upon the 
value of another independent variable. These variables were selected based on the findings in the 
literature. Studies have found that students from different financial backgrounds may respond 
differently to being at selective institutions and engaging in protests (Byrd et al., 2019; Kahn & 
Bowers, 1970; Soule, 1997). As Table 17 shows, the analysis of the post-estimation indicated 
that the set of interaction terms of selectivity and percentage of Pell Grant recipients included in 
the model with all variables was not statistically significant. This suggests that the relationship 
between social income and the odds of BLC student organization protests was the same across 


institutions with different levels of selectivity, high or low. 


Table 17 


Interaction Terms for BLC Student Organization and Informal, Formal, and No Student 
Organization Protest Models 


Variable Logistic regression Multinomial logistic regression 
Formal student Informal student 
organization protest organization protest 
Odds ratio | Sig | SE Odds Sig | SE Odds Sig | SE 
ratio ratio 

Selectivityx | .991 Ol 1.018 02 954 02 

Percent Pell 

Grant 

Note. The base group for institutional control is public. The base group for institution size is 

20,000 and above. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 


This chapter discussed the descriptive and inferential statistical findings that attempted to 
answer the two research questions of the study. I explained the analysis and models I[ utilized and 
presented results for both descriptive and inferential statistics. This study investigated the 
relationship between resource factors and BLC student organization protests. The binary logistic 


regression results indicate that institution size, selectivity, tuition, percent of undergraduate 
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Black or African American students and Pell Grant recipients are associated with the presence of 
a Black Liberation Collective student organization on campus. If control is excluded from the 
model, then tuition is no longer predictive, and it increases the significance of institution size and 
Pell Grant recipients. 

When estimating a multinomial logistic regression model and examining the relationship 
between formal and informal BLC student organizations with the base group of institutions 
without BLC student organization protests, there were slightly different results for each type of 
student organization. Institution size was found to be predictive for both formal and informal 
student organizations with protests. Tuition and control were predictive for formal student 
organizations that protested. Endowment, percent of undergraduate Black students, and Pell 
Grant recipients were predictive for informal student organizations that protested. When 
excluding institutional control from the model due to a high variance inflation factor, the results 
changed slightly. For instance, tuition was no longer found to be predictive. Selectivity was 
found to be predictive, and the significance increased for the Pell Grant recipient variable. 

Finally, I tested for interaction effects in my model based on the literature that there 
might be interaction effects between selectivity and student income. In my model, student 
income was measured by percent of Pell Grant recipients. I tested the interaction effects between 
selectivity and percent of Pell Grant recipients with the other predictors in my model. The 
findings revealed that the set of interaction terms of selectivity and percent of Pell Grant 
recipients was not significant. Chapter V of the study explains the interpretation of these findings 


in greater detail and provides implications for policy and practice as well as for future research. 
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Chapter V 


Conclusions and Implications 


Introduction 


Over the past decade and beyond, student protests have been primarily occurring at elite 
and wealthier institutions (Altbach & Cohen, 1990a; Ellis, 2020; Jaschik, 2015a, 2015b; 
Johnston, 2015; Nelson, 2011; New, 2015; Pettit, 2020). The Cooperative Institutional Research 
Program (CIRP) annual survey found that the number of Black students who reported that they 
would likely participate in student protests at college increased from 10.5% in 2014 to 16% in 
2015 (Eagan et al., 2015). According to CIRP researchers who have been administering the 
survey since 1967, that percentage marks the highest number of students entering into higher 
education with a desire to protest (Eagan et al., 2015; Kueppers, 2016). History demonstrates 
student protests are not going away anytime soon. 

The Black Liberation Collective (BLC) was a national student organization that featured 
affiliated student organizations from a plethora of institutions. Those affiliated student 
organizations issued protest demands in 2015 concerning issues of racial justice, and many of 
those organizations protested on their campuses (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). Although 
there is research that analyzes the protest demands (Chessman & Wayt, 2016; Ndemanu, 2017) 
and where protests are likely to occur (Van Dyke, 1998), there exists few studies that specifically 
address the impact that the institutional environment may have on informal and formal student 
organizations that protested. 

Previous studies that controlled for institutional characteristics found several institutional, 


student, and faculty characteristics to be predictors of student collective action (Asal et al., 2017; 
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Astin et al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Byrd et al., 2019; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998; 
Zilvinskis et al., 2020). Although protests appear to occur at certain institutions, there exists little 
research on how resource or financial factors may relate to student collective action. Moreover, 
researchers often controlled for institutional characteristics and were not necessarily testing the 
relationship between institutional environment and student collective action. The inclusion of 
student organizations that protest is something the current study contributed to the field. 
Additionally, while researchers have found certain institutional factors to be significant, few 
studies have attempted to systematically and theoretically understand the relationship between 
institutional characteristics and student organizations that protest. 

Despite findings in the previous studies, the relationship among institutional 
characteristics and student collective action is still not well understood. More specifically, there 
was a gap in the literature regarding the relationship of institutional environment to student 
organizations that partake in protests. To help fill in the gap, I proposed testing a specific social 
movement theory called resource mobilization theory (RMT). Additionally, I utilized a 
conceptual model to assist in guiding that theory. The conceptual model this study used was 
partly based on the literature review conducted on the institutional characteristics and student 
collective action studies as well as being influenced by Berger’s framework categories (Berger, 
2000; Berger & Milem, n.d.; Chen, 2012; Fine, 2012). The conceptual model and theory was 
tested on two models. In organizing my conceptual model, I indicated that there was a 
hypothetical relationship between resources of structural, financial, student demographic 
characteristics, and faculty and staff characteristics. Additionally, I tested RMT to better 
understand the relationship between institutional characteristics and student organizations that 


protested. RMT postulates that more environmental resources mean more resources to a 
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movement organization. In other words, the more resources to a movement organization would 
potentially mean the more likely that movement organization may mobilize (McCarthy & Zald, 
1977). Employing BLC student organizations that protested or not as my outcome variable, I 
tested a specific mechanism through which RMT would operate to convert institutional resources 
to movement resources within the student activist context. 

Ultimately, this study aimed to understand the relationship between institutional 
characteristics and student collective action. I hoped to explain that connection by utilizing the 
social movement theory of RMT. Thus, I hoped to better understand the relationship between 
institutional characteristics and student collective action. The study attempted to answer the 
following questions: (1) To what extent do institutional resource factors, including structure, 
finance, student demographic characteristics, and faculty and staff characteristics, relate to 
student protests? (2) To what extent do those resource factors relate to formal and informal 
student organizations when compared with institutions that do not contain student organization 
protests? 

The sample of this study used cross-sectional data from IPEDS for 2015 and a national 
dataset of student protest demands from the student organization called the Black Liberation 
Collective (BLC). The study utilized a binary logistic regression to analyze resource factors and 
the BLC student organization protests in 2015. Additionally, I estimated a multinomial logistic 
regression model to analyze the resource factors to compare formal and informal student 
organization protests to those institutions without student organization protests. My analysis 


included testing for interaction effects between selectivity and student income. 
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The following chapter reviewed the results presented in Chapter IV. Afterwards, I discuss 
the implications for theory, policy, and practice. I conclude this study by offering 
recommendations for future researchers. 

Summary of Findings 

The sample of my study was derived from IPEDS in 2015 and from the BLC website’s 
list of demands. There were a total of 1,110 institutions in my cross-sectional sample. 
Additionally, I utilized the list of demands from the BLC’s website and investigated whether 
institutions where the demands were issued contained protests on those campuses. There were 79 
institutions that contained BLC student organization protests. Of those 79, investigating those 
news sources provided information on whether the student organization was formal or informal. I 
also researched through campus newspapers and other news sources whether they were informal 
or formal student-organizations-led protests. Forty-three institutions contained formal student 
organization protests, and 36 had informal student organization protests. 

I conducted an independent sample f test to better understand the averages between 
institutions with BLC student organization protests and those without them. The results provided 
an interesting picture of the differences between those groups. Concerning structure 
characteristics, BLC student organization protests were primarily happening at institutions with 
small and large enrollment sizes. About 40% of BLC student organization protests occurred at 
institutions with enrollment sizes of 20,000 or higher, and 28% occurred at institutions with 
enrollment sizes between 1,000 and 4,999. Additionally, BLC student organization protests 
primarily occurred at more selective institutions with higher endowments, tuition, average 
faculty salaries, and more staff. It is interesting to note that institutions with BLC student 


organizations and those without them contained roughly the same percent of undergraduate 
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Black or African American students on their campuses. This simple means test underscored that 
the major difference between groups was wealth and prestige. Another interesting finding was 
that institutions with BLC student organization protests had lower percentages of students 
participating in the Pell Grant program compared to those institutions without them. Thus, when 
comparing institutions with BLC student organization protests versus those without them, it 
appears to be a story of student activists mobilizing at wealthier and elite institutions with fewer 
low-income students. However, simple means tests do not measure the statistical relationship 
that institutional characteristics have on each other, so it was necessary to estimate two logit 
models to answer this study’s research questions. 

To answer my first research question: To what extent do institutional resource factors, 
including structure, finance, student demographic characteristics, and faculty and staff 
characteristics, relate to student protests? I estimated a binary logistic regression model. My 
outcome variable was BLC student organizations that protested or not. I hypothesized that the 
following resource factors of structure, financial, student demographic, and faculty and staff 
characteristics would predict BLC student organization protests. After estimating the model size, 
selectivity, percent of undergraduate students identifying as Black or African American, and Pell 
Grant recipients were statistically significant. 

Institutions with smaller enrollment sizes had lower odds of having BLC student 
organization protests when compared to institutions with enrollment sizes of 20,000 and above. 
This is something previous studies reported as well (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018). Previous 
studies have suggested that it may be due to critical mass (Astin et al., 1975; Van Dyke, 1998). 
Critical mass may be reached when a large number of students are enrolled on campuses (Astin 


et al., 1975; Van Dyke, 1998). In other words, the larger the number of student groups enrolled 
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on any given campus, the greater the likelihood that a student mobilization may occur. However, 
from an RMT lens, this finding could suggest that the larger the number of students, the more 
resources and potential students there are to join student organizations and mobilize. In terms of 
institutional environment, institutions with a larger number of students may also have more 
resources for potential student organizations to utilize for mobilization. To some extent, critical 
mass helps support RMT by suggesting that more students mean a greater likelihood of 
mobilization because larger institutions contain more resources and thus greater opportunities for 
mobilization. However, a larger issue with the critical mass mechanism is that this study found 
students from low-income backgrounds decreased the odds of mobilization even at more 
prestigious and wealthier institutions with sizable resources. This suggests that critical mass 
could be a plausible explanation for students from more affluent backgrounds in these 
environments, but the reverse is not the case for students from low-income backgrounds. So, 
more low-income students at institutions with large enrollment sizes does not necessarily mean 
higher odds of mobilization. Thus, it appears that although more students point towards critical 
mass, it needs to be understood in terms of resource mobilization. These institutional 
environments may produce certain social-income backgrounds that are conducive to student 
mobilization because there are more environment resources among groups. Particularly, the 
resources and networks affluent actors of student organizations bring with them as well as their 
knowledge of how to utilize the sizable resources on their given institutions. 

Selectivity, on the other hand, displayed a negative association with the outcome 
variable. The more selective an institution is, the higher the odds of having a BLC student 
organization protest on campus, and that is something previous studies reported as well (Astin et 


al., 1975; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018). Researchers have also linked selectivity to wealth and 
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prestige (Soule, 1997); thus, institutions that are more selective tend to have higher endowments 
on average as displayed in the simple means test. Since that is the case, more selective 
institutions may offer more material, informational, and human resources for student 
organizations to use to mobilize (Fine, 2012; McCarthy & Zald, 1977). For instance, these 
institutional environments may offer more funding opportunities, material resources, and training 
sessions for officially sanctioned student organizations on their campuses. An alternative 
mechanism, however, might be the enduring influence and presence of student activist traditions 
on these elite and selective campuses (Van Dyke, 1998). Several researchers and scholars have 
reported that certain campuses contain rich activist traditions (Altbach & Cohen, 1990a; Van 
Dyke, 1998). Furthermore, it could also be the case that at more prestigious institutions students 
get involved in student organizations and receive more training and funding on how to run an 
organization. This is something the second research question clarified when I examined the 
differences between formal and informal student organization protests. 

Institutional environment is important when understanding the role resources play in 
mobilization and so are student demographic characteristics. An increase in the percent of 
undergraduate Black students increases the odds of having a BLC student organization protest. 
This result was expected because the Black Liberation Collective was a national Black student 
organization. This finding could be due to the possibility that more Black students on campus 
means more opportunities to organize and mobilize for student organizations. It could also be 
due to student activist engagement. Researchers found that Black students were also among one 
of the most likely groups to engage in sociopolitical action compared with others (Morgan et al., 
2019). Scholars have reported on the rich tradition of Black student activism and the building of 


coalitions and organizations as drivers for change on campuses (Rhoads, 2016). Another 
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alternative mechanism might be grievance theory. Grievance theory postulates that students are 
affected by outside sources of strain and reach a tipping point at which they may mobilize (Snow 
et al., 1998). Previous studies have investigated the relationship between grievance theory and 
student mobilization (Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Blissett et al., 2020). To the 
extent that Black students are affected by outside sources of strain on their campuses, they may 
decide to mobilize. This is plausible given the demands the BLC organizations made against 
their institutions that environments were racist, unfair, and ultimately not supportive of their 
needs (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). The issue is that low-income students, and to that end, 
students possibly identifying as Black or African American, decreased the odds of mobilization 
at certain institutional environments. And it could plausibly be assumed that undergraduate 
Black students in general were experiencing strain at their institutions. So, why would more 
affluent students in either formal or informal student organizations be the ones that most likely 
mobilized? This is where RMT might be helpful in providing a nuanced picture of which social- 
income groups are successful in utilizing campus resources. 

Finally, increasing the percent of Pell Grant recipients decreases the odds of having a 
BLC student organization protest. In other words, the fewer low-income students on campus, the 
higher the odds of BLC student organization protest. Other studies reported this in respect to 
protest events and the birth of a student collective action campaign (Asal et al., 2017; D. J. Baker 
& Blissett, 2018). Additionally, this finding could suggest that perhaps student organizations that 
mobilized in these environments could have come from middle- or upper-income backgrounds. 
Asal and colleagues (2017) suggested as much when they examined institutions that contained 
Occupy Wall Street protest events (Asal et al., 2017). Another study found that higher 


socioeconomic status is associated with an increase of civic values for students (Lott, 2013). If it 
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is the case that lower income students decrease the odds of mobilization, then that could be a 
strong indicator that student organizations are in need of members with resources and capital in 
these environments (Blissett et al., 2020). Although it is difficult to tell whether actors in student 
organizations that protested were from high-income backgrounds, even if the share of Pell Grant 
recipients was small, this finding may suggest that students in BLC student organizations could 
be from more affluent backgrounds. An increase in undergraduate Black student enrollment 
increased the odds of informal student mobilization, so perhaps those student organizations could 
be utilizing informal and formal resource networks on their campuses to assist in mobilization. 

It is crucial to point out that the finding of low-income students decreasing mobilization 
does not negate or cancel the impact of race. Undergraduate students who identified as Black or 
African American were a vulnerable population on these campuses as evidenced by the demands 
issued on racist campus climates and previous studies (Blissett et al., 2020). Although student 
organizations that mobilized may contain participants from more affluent backgrounds, the 
demands issued by organizations surrounding racial injustices and toxic environments were most 
likely experienced by Black students from all social-income backgrounds. Additionally, Black 
students from low-income backgrounds may be among the most vulnerable populations at these 
campuses. This study shows that they may not get the opportunity to mobilize with these 
organizations and get their voice heard. 

The next question this study sought to answer was tied to formal and informal student 
organization. I asked: To what extent do those resource factors relate to formal and informal 
student organizations? To answer that question, I estimated a multinomial logistic regression to 
compare formal and informal student organizations that protested to those institutions that 


contained no student organization protests. Institution size, endowment, percent of Black or 
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African American students enrolled, and percent of Pell Grant recipients were found to be 
significant predictors in the model. 

The structure characteristics that were significant in the model were institution size and 
selectivity. Similar to the last logit model, the odds of having a formal and informal student 
organization protest lowered when enrollment sizes reduced. Perhaps formal and informal 
student organizations do not contain adequate resources to mobilize at institutions with lower 
enrollment sizes due to limited resources on smaller campuses. More students on any given 
campus essentially might mean more opportunities to connect with student organizations who 
may bring with them their own resources and networks. Students bring with them their own 
experiences and backgrounds, and many students may have been involved in past activism 
events and student organizations as well. In this case, a certain institutional environment might 
provide the impetus and resource site for assisting students in joining student organizations to 
mobilize. 

Regarding prestige, the more selective an institution, the higher the odds of having a 
formal student organization protest; however, that was not the case for informal organizations. 
This finding along with low-income students reducing the odds of mobilization might suggest 
that more selective institution environments breed histories and legacies of campus activism 
(Van Dyke, 1998), as well as students with higher income backgrounds (Lott, 2013; Soule, 
1997). If that is the case and students from more affluent backgrounds attend these colleges, it 
could be tied to the sizable institutional and social-income resources from an RMT lens. In other 
words, participants in student organizations that mobilized could be from affluent backgrounds 


and have class privilege and the time to protest on certain campuses. Additionally, student 
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organizations may have the political voice and platform to engage in activism due to the capital 
they bring and the knowledge of the sizable campus resources at their disposal. 

Considering the financial characteristics, endowment was found to be predictive in the 
model. Focusing on informal student organizations, an increase in endowment also increases the 
odds of having an informal student organization protest. Wealthier institutions may contain more 
resources in terms of student affairs, campus events, and networks for informal student 
organizations to obtain and utilize for mobilization. A previous study found protest events 
diffused among colleges and universities with higher endowments and suggested that wealthier 
students might influence each other’s protest tactics (Soule, 1995). Informal student 
organizations that mobilize might be more successful at larger institutions with higher 
endowments because they utilize campus resources for their enterprise. 

The percentage of undergraduate Black students and Pell Grant recipients were found to 
be predictive for informal student organizations. Increasing the percent of undergraduate Black 
students on campus increases the odds of having an informal student organization, but that is not 
the case for formal student organization protests. This might be due to institutions not already 
containing adequate and representative traditions of student organizations for undergraduate 
Black students to join. The formal student organizations that exist on these campuses might not 
address some of the issues of racial injustice that the Black Liberation Collective expressed and 
mobilized for on their website (Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). Competition for resources 
might also be an issue for student organizations at larger institutions. Thus, informal student 
organizations may form and seek other ways to utilize their campuses’ sizable resources. In that 
case, informal student organizations might need to seek informal networks and resources to use 


to mobilize. Finally, informal student organizations may form at these institutional environments 
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because they are protesting their institutions. It is plausible that such organizations could form in 
an informal manner because they feel their institutions are not representing their best interests. 

An increase in the percent of Pell Grant recipients on campuses decreases the odds of 
having an informal student organization protest on campus. It appears that student income factors 
into the odds of mobilization for informal student organizations. This suggests that students who 
mobilize through informal student organizations and networks might have resources of their own 
to contribute to the mobilization process and are thus not from low-income backgrounds. In other 
words, informal student organizations could already possess greater capital (D. J. Baker & 
Blissett, 2018) to utilize at those institutions. It could also be the case that lower income students 
feel hesitant to speak up, voice their concerns, and join formal or informal student organizations 
that mobilize because they are afraid of the repercussions. Furthermore, students from low- 
income backgrounds could also have limited time available to join activist organizations. There 
might also be an issue of lack of knowledge of the resources available on campuses and how to 
access them. 

After I estimated my two models, I tested for interaction effects between the predictors of 
selectivity and percent of Pell Grant recipients. Researchers have found that students from 
different financial backgrounds may respond differently to being at selective institutions and 
partaking in protests (Byrd et al., 2019; Kahn & Bowers, 1970; Soule, 1997). I utilized a post- 
estimation test and found that the interaction terms of selectivity and percent of Pell Grant 


recipients were not statistically significant. 
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Theoretical Implications 


The conceptual model of this study grouped categories of structure, financial, student 
demographic, and faculty and staff characteristics (Berger, 2000; Chen, 2012) as resource factors 
to understand if there is a connection to student organization mobilization. Testing resource 
mobilization theory (RMT; McCarthy & Zald, 1977), student organizations that protested were 
employed as the outcome variable to test a specific mechanism by which RMT would operate to 
convert institution resources to movement resources within the student activist context. RMT 
suggests that organizations are more likely to mobilize when there are adequate resources in 
hand (McCarthy & Zald, 1977). My findings add to the theoretical framework by showing that 
resource factors of structure, financial, and student demographic are significant predictors of 
student organization mobilization. My findings suggest Black Liberation Collective student 
organizations protests increase with resources of institutions’ size, prestige, endowment, increase 
of Black undergraduate students, and students from more affluent backgrounds. Therefore, these 
findings provide support for RMT as a mechanism that operates in the institutional environment 
and increases student organization mobilization. 

Hypotheses 1: Institutional environments with larger resource factors of structure, financial, 
student demographic, and faculty and staff characteristics were more likely to contain student 
organization mobilization. 

Resource mobilization theory (RMT) suggests that organizations will be more likely to 
mobilize when there are adequate resources (McCarthy & Zald, 1977). Therefore, institutional 
environments that contain more resource factors as indicated in this model should contain more 
student mobilization than those institutional environments with fewer resources. The simple 


means test conducted indicated that, on average, the institutions with BLC student organization 
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protests were larger (47.30%), more selective (47.30%), with higher endowments ($211,193.70), 
tuition ($29,224.20), faculty salaries ($96.489.50), with fewer Pell Grant recipients (25.49%), 
and more staff (5,144.30) than institutions without these student organization protests. 

However, when I estimated the binary logit model, financial and faculty and staff 
characteristics were not found to be statistically significant in the model. This could be due to 
other resource factors having more of a bearing upon student organization mobilization such as 
the total number of students and the prestige of the institution. Financial factors included in the 
model such as endowment, tuition, average faculty salary, and total staff could have less bearing 
upon the institutional resources that student organizations draw from when mobilizing. 
Furthermore, it could be the case that student organizations utilized resources from student 
affairs funding and other such officials and only secondary from tuition, endowment, and 
average faculty salary variables (Klemencié, 2020). Those other financial variables were not 
represented in the model. 

The binary logit model found that institutions that were more selective and had larger 
enrollment sizes were more predictive environments for student mobilization. These institutional 
environments suggest that institutional environments of student mobilization may be more likely 
at both prestigious and larger institutions. Institutions that increased undergraduate Black 
students and decreased in Pell Grant recipients were also predictive environments for student 
mobilization as well. So, the first hypothesis only partially lines up with the findings. However, 
institutional environments of size, prestige, more undergraduate Black students, and fewer Pell 
Grant recipients still provide some evidence that these environments are to some extent wealthier 


and most likely contain more resources. 
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Hypothesis 2: Institutions with larger structure, financial, student demographic, and faculty and 
staff characteristics were more likely to contain formal student organization than informal 
student organization mobilization. 

When I estimated the multinomial logit model to distinguish student organization types 
(formal or informal), the resource factors appeared to split up for the most part. The only 
commonality between formal and informal student mobilization was institutional size. 
Institutional environments with larger enrollment sizes were found to be predictive environments 
for both formal and informal student mobilization. This finding may suggest that environments 
with a larger student body were more likely to experience student mobilization irrespective of the 
organization type. This makes sense because more students could mean more like-minded and 
potential activists for mobilizations. Furthermore, student organizations that mobilize may 
contain actors that bring with them their own resources and networks. 

In terms of formal student mobilization, more selective environments were found to be 
predictive. It appears to be the case that formal mobilization is likely to occur in institutional 
environments that are more selective and therefore more prestigious. Perhaps these institutional 
environments both encourage or contain more student activist groups and contain a tradition of 
student activism (Van Dyke, 1998). On the other side, more selective institutions that were at 
predominantly white institutions (PWIs) could contain both racially unjust campus environments 
and breed activism because of institutional failings (Gorski, 2019; Linder et al., 2019). Those 
selective institutional environments may also contain more resources for Black student 
organizations to utilize for mobilization such as funding opportunities (Turner, 2020). 

On the other hand, environments that predicted informal student mobilization were 


institutions with higher endowments, increased undergraduate Black students, and decreased Pell 


110 


Grant recipients. This could suggest that mobilization at these environments not only needed a 
larger share of students but also more Black students and fewer low-income students. That last 
finding could point in the direction of RMT in terms of the likelihood of mobilization at 
institutional environments with higher endowments and perhaps fewer low-income students. 

So, there is a difference between types of student organizations. BLC formal student 
organizations were likely to mobilize at larger and more selective institutional environments. 
Whereas BLC informal student organizations were likely to mobilize at larger, wealthier, and 
environments with an increase in undergraduate Black students and fewer low-income students. 
Implications for Policy and Practice 

The purpose of this study was to test resource mobilization theory (RMT) to better 
understand the relationship between institutional characteristics and student organizations that 
protested. The aim was to build a conceptual model based on the major findings in the field to 
better understand this relationship. The conceptual model included resource factors and 
characteristics of structure, finance, student demographics, and faculty and staff. I hypothesized 
that the more resources in these characteristics, the greater likelihood that student organizations 
would mobilize and protest. 

I estimated two models with one considering all pertinent BLC student organizations 
within the scope of my parameters and another that compared informal and formal student 
organization protests with those institutions that did not contain student organization protests. 
Between both models, faculty and staff characteristics were not found to be predictors of BLC 
student organization protests, formal, and informal student organization protests. Thus, 
institutions with more staff were not necessarily more predictive of student organization protests. 


Although that is the case, there were other resource factors that were found to be predictive in 
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both my models. Particularly, structure characteristics of enrollment size and selectivity of 
institutions were predictive in both models. The financial characteristic of endowment was 
predictive in the multinomial logit model. The student demographic characteristics of percent of 
undergraduate Black students and Pell Grant recipients were predictive in both models. 

Ensure Equity and Access of Resources for Student Organizations 

Resource factors varied and demonstrated some commonalities as I considered the 
difference between informal and formal student organizations. In the case of formal and informal 
student organizations that protested, the larger the enrollment size, the higher the odds that a 
student organization protest would occur. The primary difference between the groups was the 
student demographic characteristics. An increase in percent of undergraduate Black students 
increased the odds of an informal student organization protest. The opposite was true of percent 
of Pell Grant recipients. An increase in the Pell Grant recipients decreased the odds of an 
informal student organization protest. 

This study found that student income is a factor when considering who is selected into 
these institutions and who might even get a chance to have a voice. That finding is both grim and 
revealing given higher education institutions’ mission of working towards equity and access. 
Institutions with Black Liberation Collective (BLC) protests had a smaller share of Pell Grant 
recipients on average than institutions without protests. This could be because low-income 
students on campuses feel pressure due to the grants they receive and thus less inclined to join 
student organizations to protest or mobilize out of fear of losing those grants. Another reason 
might be low-income students are unable to devote time and energy towards mobilization in 


either type of student organization because of oppressive living conditions. 
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Institutions with strong activist traditions of formal student organizations could also 
alienate students from different socioeconomic backgrounds as well. Studies have found that 
students from low-income backgrounds are likely to get involved in sociopolitical action if they 
feel an issue affects them (Morgan et al., 2019; Ozymy, 2012). To what extent sociopolitical 
action is linked to student organization mobilization for students with low-income backgrounds 
and their involvement is uncertain. Administrators in student affairs could find ways to engage 
students from low-income backgrounds and share knowledge of student organizations that 
address issues that might affect them as students such as protesting the rising costs of college 
(Black Liberation Collective, n.d.). As the simple means test demonstrated, it appears resources 
are in abundance at campuses that contained BLC organization protests. However, not all social- 
income groups may get the opportunity to utilize them. In fact, knowledge and social-income 
privilege may be strong indicators of which students join student organizations and mobilize in 
these institutional environments. This might even be the case with race as the Black student 
middle- and upper-classes could be leading the BLC organization protests. 

On the other hand, although the finding of social income is alarming for the numerous 
reasons mentioned above, it is also crucial to underscore the conversation about equity in terms 
of the labor Black student activists contribute to their campuses and the toll it takes on them. 
Several studies have examined activist burnout and other negative outcomes for students of color 
who partake in activism (Gorski, 2019; Linder et al., 2019). There is an “invisible tax” students 
of color pay in terms of mental, physical, and emotional resources that they contribute to activist 
movements to help address their oppressive campus environments (Givens, 2016). The fact that 
Black student activists need to mobilize to constantly battle and confront racist campus 


environments is something that is unacceptable and should make every higher education 
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institution reconsider their diversity, equity, and inclusion (DED) initiatives as well as 
reformulating their mission statements. Perhaps more alarming is that researchers found students 
of color who were activists would like to simply be students and partake in campus activities like 
other students around them instead of battling oppressive environments (Linder et al., 2019). 
Administrators, faculty, and stakeholders need to understand to what extent they uphold these 
oppressive campus environments that reproduce inequality and racism. This may involve 
campus-wide initiatives and training to educate senior and junior administrators, board of 
regent’s members, faculty, staff, and students to expose them to the racist realities on their 
campuses as well as nationally that persons of color face in America. Interpreting the findings 
from this lens, the resource factors from this study might help administrators understand what 
environments are conducive to student organization mobilization and take it as a sign to 
investigate these environmental factors further. 
Support and Investigate Student Organizations at Smaller Institutions 

For administrators and faculty from smaller institutions, it is important to understand that 
this study found that student organization protests decrease as enrollment sizes get smaller for 
both formal and informal student organizations. The task and challenge for smaller institutions 
will be trying to engage their student bodies to foster civic engagement and continue the mission 
of producing and shaping engaged and empowered citizens. To do that successfully, this study 
suggests that it might be important for those institutions to understand their student organization 
traditions. It is crucial to understand if marginalized groups perceive that their student 
organizations represent their interests. It might also be important to understand the social-income 
background of students and to assure students receiving grants that they can voice their concerns 


and engage in student activism to empower their interests on our campuses. Furthermore, student 
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affairs administrators should be concerned about these findings and work towards developing 
partnerships with organizations that can assist low-income students who are living in oppressive 
conditions while attending college. 

On the other end, it is crucial for institutions to renew their responsibility for creating and 
maintaining campus climates that are inclusive. This means educating administrators on racial 
injustices and preventing them from simply protecting the institutional environment, and that 
includes preventing them from protecting the dominant ways of knowing and being on these 
campuses (Linder et al., 2019). Instead, administrators should be trained to support student 
activists by shouldering the bulk of the work for implementing change and educating themselves 
and their campuses on combatting these toxic campus climates (Linder et al., 2019). 

The Black Liberation Collective and student organizations that protested did so against 
their respective institutions. The problems of racial injustice voiced by student organizations 
belonging to the BLC are not issues that simply exist at larger, prestigious, and wealthier 
institutions. In fact, they could also occur at smaller institutions. It is crucial for institutions of all 
sizes and prestige to examine to what extent these issues are taking place on their campuses. If 
higher education is going to support the values of inclusivity and diversity, then that also means 
supporting marginalized groups even if you must protest the college you work for to make a 
better change. 

Utilize Resources to Dismantle Racist Campus Environments 

This study provided more evidence that certain types of institutions contain more protests 
than others (Altbach & Cohen, 1990a; Asal et al., 2017; Soule, 1997; Van Dyke, 1998). If 
producing democratic and engaged citizens is one of the main missions in higher education 


(Labaree, 1997; Lattuca & Stark, 2011), then it becomes crucial to understand these sites of 
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inequality and racism. Studies have shown how effective student activism was in implementing 
change on campuses (Byrd et al., 2019). This study found that more Black students on campus, 
the higher odds institutions will experience Black student organization mobilization. Although 
more Black students on campus may increase the odds of mobilization, it is crucial to point out 
that issues of racial injustice and inequality may already exist in those institutional environments 
(Blissett et al., 2020). Simply increasing the number of Black student organizations on campus 
that mobilize cannot implement the change of these oppressive environments. In fact, the onus 
should not be on Black student organizations to provide the change for racist environments at 
higher education institutions. Institutions should immediately undertake this responsibility to 
educate themselves by building a diverse staff and conducting institutional research to better 
identify areas that need to be addressed and changed. 

On the one hand, admitting more students who identify as Black or African American at 
more selective institutions may assist in addressing existing problems in these environments to 
initiate change needed to honor and uphold values like inclusivity and diversity. On the other 
hand, administrators should not simply wait for increased enrollment numbers and students to 
lead another national protest before they undertake the responsibility to combat racism and make 
the changes to support Black students and Black student organizations (Chatelain, 2020). 
Instead, administrators and leaders should take proactive steps and investigate their campus 
climates and listen to the experiences of marginalized students and organizations at their 
institutions. There have been plenty of recent problems students of color protested and raised on 
these selective and prestigious campuses concerning confederate statues and monuments 
(Anderson, 2020; Jaschik, 2018), names of buildings named after racist figures (Jaschik, 2020), 


and sports teams upholding racist ideologies and practices (Stripling, 2017). These are problems 
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all higher education institutions face as inheritors of traditions of race and class privilege. These 
institutions will continue to be challenged by Black student organizations and other organizations 
as more a diverse and representative set of voices becomes ever present on campuses. 

Develop Strong Diverse Student Organization Traditions With Resources 

The question for administrators on campuses might be how to foster student activism on 
campus through formal student organizations and networks. Engaging with that question might 
bring more representation and inclusivity for students who feel excluded or are experiencing 
microaggressions on campuses with no organization that represents their interests (D. J. Baker & 
Blissett, 2018). The question might even be more pronounced for low-income students who may 
feel marginalized and excluded and unable to speak up and have their voices heard on their 
respective campuses. 

There is also the case that in addition to not containing enough representation on 
campuses, Black student organizations may need to continue utilizing through informal student 
organizations and networks due to a lack of organizations that represent them on campuses. 
Additionally, since student organizations are protesting their institutions, they may not want to 
formalize their student organizations because they feel the institution has failed them. And that 
may partly explain the finding that student demographics increased the odds of mobilization for 
informal student organizations. Furthermore, it may also be the case that students from wealthier 
backgrounds create and assist in mobilizing within these informal student organizations. 

As the logit results seem to suggest, students engaged in student organization protests, 
whether formal or informal, might reflect the institutions they attend as stewards of wealth and 
prestige. If that is the case, then the possibility of equity in higher education viewed through the 


lens of theory of resource mobilization demonstrates a grim reality. For student organizations, 
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the possibility of obtaining adequate resources to mobilize on campuses with plentiful resources 
appears to fall solely into the hands of middle- or upper-income students. These results suggest 
higher education is to some extent functioning as a gatekeeper of social-income privilege. 

On the other hand, the other grim reality is that formal and informal Black student 
organizations are mobilizing for change at prestigious, wealthier, and larger institutional 
environments with sizable resources because of hostile racist environments (Givens, 2016; 
Linder et al., 2019). It is clear from research that Black student activists feel that they must 
confront racist environments and advocate for change because the institution is failing in this 
regard; researchers have shown that activism has negative side effects and is associated with 
burnout and fatigue (Givens, 2016; Gorski, 2019). This study identified these institutional 
environments that spanned across different types of student mobilization. So, although higher 
education may be a gatekeeper of social-income privilege, it may also be a gatekeeper of racist 
institutional environments that continue to harm Black student organizations. 
Recommendations for Future Research 

Although this study examined student organizations that protested, especially the national 
BLC organization, and analyzed the differences between formal and informal student 
organizations, it is important to understand that the quantitative study I conducted brought with it 
a certain number of limitations. First, I was unable to communicate with the student 
organizations that led the charge in 2015 to bring awareness to issues of racial injustices that 
were happening on campuses. Interviews with those student activists could have brought a 
greater insight into understanding to what extent student organization mobilization was due to 
adequate resources. Future studies could consider conducting a qualitative study to interview 


activists in student organizations that mobilized to better understand the formal and informal 
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networks and resources students use to mobilize on their campuses. Such a study could also 
further assist in better understanding to what extent student demographic characteristics increase 
or decrease the likelihood of student organization mobilization. 

While conducting this study I began to examine the literature and resources on student 
organization funding, namely, formal student organization funding. Unfortunately, there does not 
exist much literature on understanding the impact of funding on student organizations in general. 
In the case of my study, there few studies that have attempted to understand the relationship 
between institutional funding and student organizations that mobilize. Future studies could 
investigate this relationship by conducting either qualitative or quantitative research. It would be 
worthwhile to examine whether it is possible to obtain the budget of student organizations at 
institutions and begin the process of examining to what extent those budgets impact student 
organizations when controlling for other institutional characteristics. Such studies could draw 
from the RMT conceptual model proposed and utilized in this study. Furthermore, a qualitative 
study that examines more closely that relationship would be worth the effort as well. The fact is 
that many of the protests over the last decades have been student organization driven, and 
institutions have a recent history of celebrating both formal or informal student organizations 
that mobilized on their campuses (Boren, 2019; Johnston, 2015). Even though that appears to be 
the case, scholars’ and researchers’ attempts at understanding the relationship between students 
in higher education who organize through formal or informal networks is still developing (C. H. 
F. Davis, 2019; T. L. Ferguson & Davis, 2019; Rhoads, 1998). 

Additionally, I provided a literature review and conceptual framework that brought 
together institutional characteristics that were predictors of student collective action from several 


areas of study. The literature review should help assist future researchers when focusing on the 
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relationship between institutional environments and student collective action. I also tested a 
major social movement theory and utilized it in the field of higher education. Although that is 
not unheard of (D. J. Baker & Blissett, 2018; Barnhardt, 2015; Blissett et al., 2020), future 
scholars in the field of higher education should consider engaging with that subfield in sociology 
to examine, understand, and generate new approaches to understand the ways in which students 
mobilize. 

This study found that certain institutional environments are conducive to student 
organization mobilization. Furthermore, there is a resource connection between institutional 
environments and student collective action. Student organization protests utilize resource factors 
from institutional environments that may assist in mobilization. Institutions that are more 
selective with larger enrollment sizes and higher endowments increase the odds of student 
organization mobilization. Additionally, an increase in the percent of undergraduate Black 
students is related to higher odds of student organization mobilization. However, an increase in 
Pell Grant recipients decreases the likelihood of student organization mobilization. This suggests 
that increasing lower income student representation decreases the likelihood of student collective 
action. So, although resources appear to matter to mobilization at the structural and financial 
levels, so do factors of race and student income at the student demographic level. So, this means 
that institutions with sizable resources at their disposal will most likely find middle- and upper- 
class students utilizing them through mobilization. Although previous studies have found social 
movements with lower income and homeless persons able to successfully mobilize with 
resources (Cress & Snow, 1996), it appears that the higher education environment may differ 
from other institutional contexts. Since that is the case, it is important for future studies to further 


examine several strands of research: first, to what extent social income impacts the likelihood of 
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student organization mobilization; second, broadly investigate to what extent lower income 
students partake in protest events on campuses; and third, examine the perceptions of lower 
income students in respect to their knowledge of the campus resources available to them. 

This study found that larger enrollment sizes, race, and student income displayed the 
highest significance levels in this study. Student organizers may need larger campuses with more 
Black students to participate in BLC protests, but we should also be wary of how lower income 
students decrease the odds of mobilization. Higher education administrators and faculty need to 
consider ways to engage and cultivate future activists and citizens on their campuses and build 
traditions that foster inclusivity for students who feel excluded and marginalized. That statement 
even applies for those institutions that contain more resources than others. The institutional 
characteristics in this study demonstrate inequality at these institutions and identify who gets to 
protest on these campuses. It especially indicates that certain institutional environments such as 
smaller, less selective, and less wealthier institutions reduce odds of student organization 
mobilization, and that may be due to limited resources. Institutions that experience lower odds of 
student collective action should consider how to engage marginalized groups on their campuses 


and provide platforms to nurture and foster student voices on their campuses. 


121 


References 

Adams, L. (2017, December 6). Is protesting a privilege? The Chronicle of Higher Education. 

Alcantar, C. M. (2017). Cultivating our nation’s engaged citizenry: Institutional factors that 
promote the civic engagement of college students [UCLA]. 
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/Ofx 135gm 

Allison, P. D. (2001). Missing data. SAGE Publications. 

Altbach, P. G. (1981). Student politics: Perspectives for the eighties. Scarecrow Press. 

Altbach, P. G. (1989). Perspectives on student political activism. Comparative Education, 25(1), 
97-110. JSTOR. 

Altbach, P. G. (1997). Student politics in America: A historical analysis. Transaction Publishers. 

Altbach, P. G., & Cohen, R. (1990). American student activism. The Journal of Higher 
Education, 61(1), 32-49. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1990.11775090 

Anderson, G. (2020, July 6). Campuses remove monuments and building names with legacies of 
racism. Inside Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/07/06/campuses- 
remove-monuments-and-building-names-legacies-racism 

Asal, V., Testa, A., & Young, J. (2017). Occupy this: Why some colleges had Occupy Wall 
Street protests. Dynamics of Asymmetric Conflict, 10(2—3), 81-103. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17467586.2017.1346813 

Astin, A. W. (1993). What matters in college? Four critical years revisited (pp. xxi, 482). 
Jossey-Bass. 

Astin, A. W. (1999). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education. Journal 


of College Student Development, 40(5), 518-529. 


122 


Astin, A. W., Astin, H. S., Bayer, A. E., & Bisconti, A. S. (1975). The power of protest: A 
national study of student and faculty disruptions with implications for the future. Jossey- 
Bass. 

Baker, D. J., & Blissett, R. S. L. (2018). Beyond the incident: Institutional predictors of student 
collective action. The Journal of Higher Education, 89(2), 184-207. 

Baker, S. (2011). Pedagogies of protest: African American teachers and the history of the civil 
rights movement, 1940-1963. Teachers College Record, 113(12), 2777-2803. 

Barnhardt, C. L. (2012). Contemporary student activism: The educational contexts of socially- 
responsible civic engagement. [The University of Michigan]. 
https://deepblue.lib.umich.edu/handle/2027.42/9 1540 

Barnhardt, C. L. (2015). Campus educational contexts and civic participation: Organizational 
links to collective action. Journal of Higher Education, 86(1), 38—70. 

Bayer, A. E. (1971). Institutional correlates of faculty support of campus unrest. ACE Research 
Report, 6(1). 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Institutional+Correlates+of+Faculty+Support+of+Campus+Unrest 
&id=ED 142156 

Bayer, A. E., & Astin, A. W. (1969). Campus disruption during 1968-1969. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED032006 

Berger, J. B. (2000). Organizational behavior at colleges and student outcomes: A new 
perspective on college impact. The Review of Higher Education, 23(2), 177-198. 


https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2000.0001 


123 


Berger, J. B., & Milem, J. F. (n.d.). Organizational behavior in higher education and student 
outcomes. In J. C. Smart (Ed.), Higher education: Handbook of theory and research 
(Vol. 15, pp. 268-338). Springer. 

Biddix, J. P. (2014). Development through dissent: Campus activism as civic learning. New 
Directions for Higher Education, 2014(167), 73-85. https://doi.org/10.1002/he.20106 

Biddix, J. P., Somers, P. A., & Polman, J. L. (2009). Protest reconsidered: Identifying democratic 
and civic engagement learning outcomes. Innovative Higher Education, 34(3), 133-147. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-009-9 101-8 

Black Liberation Collective. (n.d.). National demands. Retrieved January 30, 2021, from 
http://www.blackliberationcollective.org/prison-divest 

Black Liberation Collective. (n.d.). Our Demands. Retrieved September 30, 2019, from 
https://web.archive.org/web/2017 1105223347/http://www.blackliberationcollective.org/o 
ur-demands 

Black Liberation Collective. (n.d.) Who are we? Retrieved February 1, 2021, from 
http://www. blackliberationcollective.org/about-1 

Blau, P. M., & Slaughter, E. L. (1971). Institutional conditions and student demonstrations. 
Social Problems. 18(4), 475-487. 

Blissett, R. S. L., Baker, D. J., & Fields, B. C. (2020). When students speak out: Understanding 
the motivations for I, Too, Am mobilization. Teachers College Record, 122(3). 

Bloom, J. M. (2019). Race, class, and the civil rights movement. Bloomington. 

Blumer, H. (1971). Social problems as collective behavior. Social Problems, 18(3), 298-306. 


https://doi.org/10.2307/799797 


124 


Blumer, H. (1995). Social movements. In S. M. Lyman (Ed.), Social movements: Critiques, 
concepts, case-Studies (pp. 60-83). Palgrave Macmillan UK. https://doi.org/10.1007/978- 
1-349-23747-0_5 

Boren, M. E. (2019). Student resistance: A history of the unruly subject. Routledge. 

Broadhurst, C. J., & Velez, A. L. (2019). Historical and contemporary contexts of student 
activism in U.S. higher education. In D.L. Morgan & C. H. F. Davis, III (Eds.), Student 
activism, politics, and campus climate in higher education (pp. 3—20). Routledge. 

Brown, S. (2015, December 3). A collective’s #Studentblackout seeks to ramp up the pressure on 
colleges. The Chronicle of Higher Education. 

Buchanan, G., & Brackett, J. (1970). Summary results of the Survey for the President's 
Commission on Campus Unrest. The Urban Institute. 

Buchanan, L., Fessenden, F., Lai, K. R., Park, H., Parlapiano, A., Tse, A., Wallace, T., Watkins, 
D., & Yourish, K. (2015, August 10). What happened in Ferguson? The New York Times. 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2014/08/13/us/ferguson-missouri-town-under- 
siege-after-police-shooting.html, 

Buechler, S. M. (2004). The strange career of strain and breakdown theories of collective action. 
In The Blackwell Companion to Social Movements (pp. 47-66). John Wiley & Sons. 

Burton, J. D. (2007). Collegiate living and Cambridge justice: Regulating the colonial Harvard 
student community in the eighteenth century. The History of Higher Education, ASHE 
Reader, 126-138. 

Byrd, W. C., Luney, L. T., Marie, J., & Sanders, K. N. (2019). Demanding attention: An 
exploration of institutional characteristics of recent student demands. Journal of Diversity 


in Higher Education. https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000133 


125 


Chatelain, M. (2020, March 9). How colleges co-opt Black-Student protests. The Chronicle of 
Higher Education. 

Chen, R. (2012). Institutional characteristics and college student dropout risks: A multilevel 
event history analysis. Research in Higher Education, 53(5), 487-505. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-011-9241-4 

Chessman, H., & Wayt, L. (2016, January 13). What are students demanding? Higher Education 
Today. https://www.higheredtoday.org/2016/01/13/what-are-students-demanding/ 

Cress, D. M., & Snow, D. A. (1996). Mobilization at the margins: Resources, benefactors, and 
the viability of homeless social movement organizations. American Sociological Review, 
61(6), 1089-1109. https://doi.org/10.2307/20963 10 

Crossley, N., & Ibrahim, J. (2012). Critical mass, social networks and collective action: 
Exploring student political worlds. Sociology, 46(4), 596-612. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00380385 11425560 

Currie, E., & Skolnick, J. H. (1970). A critical note on conceptions of collective behavior. The 
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 391(1), 34-45. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00027 1627039100104 

Davis, C. H. F., I. (2019). Student activism, resource mobilization, and new tactical repertoires 
in the ‘digital age.' In D. L. Morgan & C. H. F. Davis, II (Eds.), Student activism, 
politics, and campus climate in higher education (pp. 187—200). Routledge. 

Davis, M. (2017). The vanguard of racially reconstituting higher education Black student campus 
activism: #STANDwithUs! Culminating Projects in Higher Education Administration. 


https://repository.stcloudstate.edu/hied_etds/21 


126 


Dean, K. W. (2012). Student loans, politics, and the occupy movement: Financial aid rebellion 
and reform. John Marshall Law Review, 1, 105-168. 

Diani, M., & McAdam, D. (2003). Social movements and networks: Relational approaches to 
collective action. Oxford University Press. 

Douglas-Gabriel, D. (2015, November 12). Million student march fights for debt-free college. 
Washington Post. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/grade- 
point/wp/2015/1 1/12/million-student-march-fights-for-debt-free-college/ 

Duncan, L. E., & Stewart, A. J. (1995). Still bringing the Vietnam War home: Sources of 
contemporary student activism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21(9), 914— 
924. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672952 19006 

Eagan, K., Stolzenberg, E. B., Bates, A. K., Aragon, M. C., Suchard, M. R., & Rios-Aguillar, C. 
(2015). The American freshman: National norms fall 2015 (Cooperative Institutional 
Research Program). Higher Education Research Institution at UCLA. 

Eagan, K., Stolzenberg, E. B., Zimmerman, H. B., Whang Sayson, H., & Rios-Aguillar, C. 
(2016). The American freshman: National norms fall 2016 (Cooperative Institutional 
Research Program). Higher Education Research Institution at UCLA. 

Edwards, G. (2014). Social movements and protest. Cambridge University Press. 

Ellis, L. (2020, June 12). For colleges, protests over racism may put everything on the line. The 
Chronicle of Higher Education. http://www.chronicle.com/article/For-Colleges-Protests- 
Over/248979 

Evans, A., & Chun, E. (2015). The evolution of affirmative action: A critical review. In 
Affirmative action at a crossroads: Fisher and forward: ASHE Higher Education Report 


(Vol. 41, Number 4). John Wiley & Sons. 


127 


Ezarik, M. (2021, May 6). What students think about racial justice efforts on campus. Inside 
Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/202 1/05/06/what-students-think- 
about-racial-justice-efforts-campus 

Ferguson, R. A. (2017). We demand: The university and student protests. Univ of California 
Press. 

Ferguson, T. L., & Davis, C. H. F., II. (2019). Labor, resources, and interest convergence in the 
organized resistance of Black male student-athletes. In D. L. Morgan & C. H. F. Davis, 
Il (Eds.), Student activism, politics, and campus climate in higher education (pp. 187— 
200). Routledge. 

Feuer, L. S. (1969). The conflict of generations: The character and significance of student 
movements. Basic Books. 

Fine, L. E. (2012). The context of creating space: Assessing the likelihood of college LGBT 
center presence. Journal of College Student Development, 53(2), 285-299. 
https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2012.0017 

Flacks, R. (1967). The liberated generation: An exploration of the roots of student protest. 
Journal of Social Issues, 23(3), 52—75. https://doi.org/10.1111/).1540- 
4560.1967.tb00586.x 

Flowers, J. C. (2020, June 10). The coming campus protests. The Chronicle of Higher Education. 
http://www.chronicle.com/article/The-Coming-Campus-Protests/248967 

Foster, J., & Long, D. (1969). Protest! Student activism in America. Morrow. 

Freeman, J. (1973). The origins of the women’s liberation movement. American Journal of 


Sociology, 78(4), 792-811. JSTOR. 


128 


Garvey, J. C., BrckaLorenz, A., Latopolski, K., & Hurtado, S. S. (2018). High-impact practices 
and student—faculty interactions for students across sexual orientations. Journal of 
College Student Development, 59(2), 210—226. https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2018.0018 

Geiger, R. L. (2016). The history of American higher education: Learning and culture from the 
founding to World War IT. Princeton University Press. 

Givens, J. R. (2016). The invisible tax: Exploring Black student engagement at historically white 
institutions. Berkeley Review of Education, 6(1), 55-78. 

Glenza, J. (2015a, November 17). U.S. student activist group plans day of action to challenge 
university injustices. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/us- 
news/2015/nov/17/black-liberation-collective-student-activists-day-of-action-universities 

Glenza, J. (2015b, November 18). University students hold anti-racism protests across U.S. — as 
it happened. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/us- 
news/live/2015/nov/18/studentblackout-anti-racism-protests-universities 

Goldstone, J. A., & Tilly, C. (2001). Threat (and opportunity): Popular action and state response 
in the dynamics of contentious action. Jn Silence and Voice in the Study of Contentious 
Politics (p. 179). 

Gorski, P. C. (2019). Racial battle fatigue and activist burnout in racial justice activists of color 
at predominately White colleges and universities. Race Ethnicity and Education, 22(1), 
1-20. https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2018.1497966 

Grace-Martin, K. (2016, October 14). What is an ROC curve? The Analysis Factor. 


https://www.theanalysisfactor.com/what-is-an-roc-curve/ 


129 


Harper, S. R., & Quaye, S. J. (2007). Student organizations as venues for Black identity 
expression and development among african american male student leaders. Journal of 
College Student Development, 48(2), 127-144. 

Hirschi, T. (2002). Causes of delinquency. Transaction Publishers. 

Hodgkinson, H. (1970). Student protest-an institutional and national profile. Teachers College 
Record, 71(4), 537-555. 

Jackson, B. (1991). The lingering legacy of in loco parentis: An historical survey and proposal 
for reform. Vanderbilt Law Review, 44, 1135. 

Jaschik, S. (2015a, November 9). Racial tensions escalate at U of Missouri and Yale. Inside 
Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2015/11/09/racial-tensions-escalate-u- 
missouri-and-yale 

Jaschik, S. (2015b, November 16). Experts consider what the protests over racial tensions mean. 
Inside Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2015/1 1/16/experts-consider- 
what-protests-over-racial-tensions-mean 

Jaschik, S. (2018, August 21). Protesters tear down Confederate statue at UNC Chapel Hill. 
Inside Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2018/08/2 1/protesters-tear- 
down-confederate-statue-unc-chapel-hill 

Jaschik, S. (2020, June 29). Princeton strips Wilson name from school, college. Inside Higher 
Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/quicktakes/2020/06/29/princeton-strips-wilson- 
name-school-college 


Johnston, A. (2015). Student protests, then and now. The Chronicle of Higher Education, 7. 


130 


Kahn, R. M., & Bowers, W. J. (1970). The social context of the rank-and-file student activist: A 
test of four hypotheses. Sociology of Education, 43(1), 38-55. JSTOR. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2112058 

Kendi, I. X. (2012). The Black campus movement: Black students and the racial reconstitution of 
higher education, 1965—1972. Springer. 

Keniston, K., & Lerner, M. (1971). Selected references on student protest. The Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science, 395, 184-194. JSTOR. 

Kezar, A. (2010). Faculty and staff partnering with student activists: Unexplored terrains of 
interaction and development. Journal of College Student Development, 51(5), 451-480. 
https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2010.0001 

Klemenéié, M. (2014). Student power in a global perspective and contemporary trends in student 
organising. Studies in Higher Education, 39(3), 396-411. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2014.896177 

Klemenéié, M. (2020). Student activism and student organizations. In M. E. David & M. J. 
Amey (Eds.), The SAGE encyclopedia of higher education (Vol. 1, pp. 1407-1411). 
Thousand Oaks,, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Klemenéié, M., & Park, B. Y. (2018). Student politics: Between representation and activism. In 
Handbook on the politics of higher education. (pp. 468-486). Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Korgan, C., Eagan, K., & Nosal, A. (2018). Educating tomorrow’s reformists: Factors affecting 
the development of undergraduates’ social progressivism. Social Identities, 24(6), 795— 
816. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504630.2017.1376282 

Kueppers, C. (2016, February 11). Today’s freshman class is the most likely to protest in half a 


century. 


131 


Kuh, G. D. (2001). Assessing what really matters to student learning inside the national survey 
of student engagement. Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, 33(3), 10-17. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0009 1380109601795 

Kuk, L., Thomas, D., & Banning, J. (2007). Student organizations and their relationship to the 
institution: A dynamic framework. Journal of Student Affairs, 17, 9-20. 

Labaree, D. F. (1997). Public goods, private goods: The American struggle over educational 
goals. American Educational Research Journal, 34(1), 39-81. 

Lattuca, L. R., & Stark, J. S. (2011). Shaping the college curriculum: Academic plans in context. 
John Wiley & Sons. 

Lau, L. K. (2003). Institutional factors affecting student retention. Education, 124(1), 126-136. 

Lee, P. (2011). The curious life of in loco parentis at American universities (SSRN Scholarly 
Paper ID 1967912). Social Science Research Network. 
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1967912 

Linder, C., Quaye, S. J., Lange, A. C., Roberts, R. E., Lacy, M. C., & Okello, W. K. (2019). 'A 
student should have the privilege of just being a student’: Student activism as labor. The 
Review of Higher Education, 42(5), 37-62. https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2019.0044 

Lipset, S. M. (1971). Rebellion in the universities. University of Chicago Press. 

Loeb, P. R. (1994). Generation at the crossroads: Apathy and action on the American campus. 
Rutgers University Press. 

Lopez, M. H., & Marcelo, K. B. (2008). The civic engagement of immigrant youth: New 
evidence from the 2006 Civic and Political Health of the Nation survey. Applied 


Developmental Science, 12(2), 66—73. https://doi.org/10.1080/1088869080199705 1 


132 


Lott, J. L., If. (2013). Predictors of civic values: Understanding student-level and institutional- 
level effects. Journal of College Student Development, 54(1), 1-16. 
https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2013.0002 

Mahler-Rogers, D. (2017). Higher education administrators’ response to student activism and 
protests. Higher Education Politics & Economics, 3(2). 
https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/aphe/vol3/iss2/1 

Mandrekar, J. N. (2010). Receiver operating characteristic curve in diagnostic test assessment. 
Journal of Thoracic Oncology, 5(9), 1315-1316. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/JTO.0b013e3181ec173d 

Marwell, G., Oliver, P. E., & Prahl, R. (1988). Social networks and collective action: A theory of 
the critical mass. II. American Journal of Sociology, 94(3), 502-534. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/229028 

McAdam, D. (1986). Recruitment to high-risk activism: The case of Freedom Summer. 
American Journal of Sociology, 92(1), 64-90. https://doi.org/10.1086/228463 

McAdam, D. (1990). Freedom summer. Oxford University Press. 

McAdam, D. (2010). Political process and the development of Black insurgency, 1930-1970. 
University of Chicago Press. 

McAdam, D., Tarrow, S. G., & Tilly, C. (2009). Comparative perspectives on contentious 
politics. In M. I. Lichbach & A. S. Zuckerman (Eds.), Comparative politics: Rationality, 
culture, and structure. (pp. 260-290). Cambridge University Press. 

McCarthy, J. D., & Zald, M. N. (1977). Resource mobilization and social movements: A partial 
theory. American Journal of Sociology, 82(6), 1212-1241. 


https://doi.org/10.1086/226464 


133 


Mclean, D. (2020, June 16). As protests raged, these colleges wrote strong words. But will they 
act? The Chronicle of Higher Education. http://www.chronicle.com/article/As-Protests- 
Raged-These/248994 

McPhail, C. (2017). The myth of the madding crowd. Routledge. 

Miles, J. M., Miller, M. T., & Nadler, D. P. (2008). Student governance: Toward effectiveness 
and the ideal. College Student Journal, 42(4), 1061-1069. 

Miller, E. S., & Shedd, J. M. (2019). The history and evolution of IPEDS. New Directions for 
Institutional Research, 2019(181), 47-58. https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.20297 

Moore, K. M. (1976). Freedom and constraint in eighteenth century Harvard. The Journal of 
Higher Education, 47(6), 649-659. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1976.11774087 

Morgan, D. L., Zilvinskis, J., & Dugan, B. (2019). Opening the activism and postsecondary 
education black box: Relating high-impact practices and student identity with activist 
behaviors. Journal of Political Science Education, 17(1), 1-24. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15512169.2019.1612248 

NCES. (n.d.). About IPEDS. Retrieved November 5, 2019, from https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/about- 
ipeds 

NCES. (n.d). JPEDS Module 01: Introduction to the Integrated Postsecondary Education System 
(IPEDS). Retrieved December 27, 2020, from 
https://nces.ed.gov/training/datauser/IPEDS_01/assets/IPEDS_01_Transcript.pdf 

Ndemanu, M. T. (2017). Antecedents of college campus protests nationwide: Exploring Black 
student activists’ demands. The Journal of Negro Education, 86(3), 238-251. 


https://doi.org/10.7709/jnegroeducation.86.3.0238 


134 


Nelson, L. (2011, November 15). Occupy Student Loans. Inside Higher Ed. 
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/201 1/11/15/occupy-protests-focusing- 
increasingly-student-debt 

Netroots Foundation, (n.d.). About. Retrieved January 31, 2021, from 
https://www.netrootsfoundation.org/about/ 

Netroots Foundation. (n.d.). Fiscal Sponsorship. Retrieved January 31, 2021, from 
https://www.netrootsfoundation.org/fiscal-sponsorship/ 

Netroots Foundation (2015). Netroots Foundation 990 full filing. ProPublica. 
https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/208672843/20160228934930659 
O/full 

New Black Nationalism (n.d.). The tragic death of the “Black Liberation Collective.” Retrieved 
January 6, 2021, from https://www.newblacknationalism.com/the-tragic-death-of-the- 
black-liberation-collective.html 

New, J. (2015, November 13). Claremont McKenna dean resigns amid protests over race. Inside 
Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2015/11/13/claremont-mckenna-dean- 
resigns-amid-protests-over-race 

Novak, S. J. (1977). The rights of youth. American colleges and student revolt, 1798-1815. 
Harvard University Press, c/o Uniserve, Inc. 

Oberschall, A. (1968). The Los Angeles riot of August 1965. Social Problems, 15(3), 322-341. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/799788 

Oberschall, A. (1973). Social conflict and social movements. Prentice-Hall. 


Oberschall, A. (1989). The 1960 sit-ins: Protest diffusion and movement take-off. //(1), 31—53. 


135 


Oliver, P. E., & Marwell, G. (1988). The paradox of group size in collective action: A theory of 
the critical mass. II. American Sociological Review, 53(1), 1-8. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095728 

Olson, M. (2009). The logic of collective action: Public goods and the theory of groups. Harvard 
University Press. 

Orbell, J. M. (1967). Protest participation among southern Negro college students. The American 
Political Science Review, 61(2), 446-456. JSTOR. https://doi.org/10.2307/1953256 

Ozymy, J. (2012). The poverty of participation: Self-interest, student loans, and student activism. 
Political Behavior, 1(34), 103-116. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-010-9154-5 

Page, J. D. (2010). Activism and leadership development: Examining the relationship between 
college student activism involvement and socially responsible leadership capacity. 
https://drum.lib.umd.edu/handle/1903/10863 

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (2005). How college affects students: A third decade of 
research (Vol. 2). Jossey-Bass. 

Patel, V. (2019, February 17). Why colleges are keeping a closer eye on their students’ lives. The 
Chronicle of Higher Education. https://www-chronicle-com.ezproxy.shu.edu/article/why- 
colleges-are-keeping-a-closer-eye-on-their-students-lives/ 

Peterson, R. E. (1968). The scope of organized student protest in 1967-1968. Institutional 
Research Program for Higher Education. 

Pettit, E. (2020, June 15). College athletes are, once again, protesting racism. Could this time be 
different? The Chronicle of Higher Education. http://www.chronicle.com/article/College- 


Athletes-Are-Once/24899 1 


136 


Pichardo, N. A. (1988). Resource mobilization: An analysis of conflicting theoretical variations. 
The Sociological Quarterly, 29(1), 97-110. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533- 
8525.1988.tb01245.x 

Renn, K. A. (2007). LGBT student leaders and queer activists: Identities of lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, and queer identified college student leaders and activists. Journal 
of College Student Development, 48(3), 311-330. https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2007.0029 

Rhoads, R. A. (1998). Freedom's web: Student activism in an age of cultural diversity. Johns 
Hopkins University Press. 

Rhoads, R. A. (2016). Student activism, diversity, and the struggle for a just society. Journal of 
Diversity in Higher Education, 9(3), 189-202. https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000039 
Rosch, D. M. (2017). The role of student organizations in developing leadership: New directions 

for student leadership. John Wiley & Sons. 

Rosch, D. M., & Collins, J. D. (2017). The significance of student organizations to leadership 
development. New Directions for Student Leadership, 2017(155), 9-19. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.20246 

Rudolph, F. (1990). The American college and university: A history. University of Georgia Press. 

Scott, A. (1990). Ideology and the new social movements. Unwin Hyman. 

Scott, J. W., & El-Assal, M. (1969). Multiversity, university size, university quality and student 
protest: An empirical study. American Sociological Review, 34(5), 702-709. JSTOR. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2092306 

Simon, M. D. (2015, November 17). Black Liberation Collective calls for #Studentblackout Day. 
NBC News. https://www.nbcnews.com/news/nbcblk/black-liberation-collective-calls- 


studentblackout-day-n464736 


137 


Sirin, S. R. (2005). Socioeconomic status and academic achievement: A meta-analytic review of 
research. Review of Educational Research, 75(3), 417-453. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543075003417 

Snow, D., Cress, D., Downey, L., & Jones, A. (1998). Disrupting the quotidian: 
Reconceptualizing the relationship between breakdown and the emergence of collective 
action. Mobilization: An International Quarterly, 3(1), 1—22. 
https://doi.org/10.17813/maigq.3.1.n41nv8m267572r30 

Snyder, D., & Tilly, C. (1972). Hardship and collective violence in France, 1830 to 1960. 
American Sociological Review, 37(5), 520-532. https://doi.org/10.2307/2093448 

Soule, S. (1995). The student anti-apartheid movement in the United States: Diffusion of protest 
tactics and policy reform. Cornell University. 

Soule, S. (1997). The student divestment movement in the United States and tactical diffusion: 
The shantytown protest. Social Forces, 75(3), 855-882. JSTOR. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2580522 

Stolzenberg, E. B., Aragon, M. C., Romo, E., Couch, V., McLennan, D., Eagan, K., & Kang, N. 
(2019). The American freshman: National norms fall 2019 (Cooperative Institutional 
Research Program). Higher Education Research Institution at UCLA. 

Stolzenberg, E. B., Eagan, K., Cesar-Davis, N. M., Jacobo, S., Couch, V., & Rios-Aguillar, C. 
(2017). The American freshman: National norms fall 2017 (Cooperative Institutional 
Research Program). Higher Education Research Institution at UCLA. 

Stolzenberg, E. B., Eagan, K., Romo, E., Tamargo, E. J., Luedke, M., & Kang, N. (2018). The 
American freshman: National norms fall 2018 (Cooperative Institutional Research 


Program). Higher Education Research Institution at UCLA. 


138 


Stripling, J. (2017, February 20). Behind ugly locker-room talk, divisions of class and race. The 
Chronicle of Higher Education. 

#StudentBlackOut. (n.d.). Black Liberation Collective. Retrieved January 7, 2021, from 
http://www.blackliberationcollective.org/first-campaign 

#StudentBlackOut Conference Call I. (2015, November 15). Facebook. 
https://www.facebook.com/events/15 1750186523 1759/ 

#StudentBlackOut National Conference Call IIT. (2015, November 22). 
https://www.facebook.com/events/10975 15670293434/ 

Tarrow, S. G. (2011). Power in movement: Social movements and contentious politics. 
Cambridge University Press. 

Tilly, C. (1978). From mobilization to revolution. Addison-Wesley. 

Tilly, C., & Tarrow, S. (2006). Contentious politics. OUP USA. 

Tinto, V. (1999). Taking retention seriously: Rethinking the first year of college. NACADA 
Journal, 19(2), 5-9. 

Turner, D. C. (2020). Mobilizing Blackness: Analyzing 21st century Black student collective 
agency in the university. Berkeley Review of Education, 10(1). 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ 1288136 

Van Dyke, N. (1998). Hotbeds of activism: Locations of student protest. Social Problems, 45(2), 
205-220. https://doi.org/10.2307/3097244 

Van Dyke, N. (1999). The dynamics of college student protest, 1930-1990. 


https://repository.arizona.edu/handle/10150/289051 


139 


Van Dyke, N. (2003). Crossing movement boundaries: Factors that facilitate coalition protest by 
American college students, 1930-1990. Social Problems, 50(2), 226-250. 
https://doi.org/10.1525/sp.2003.50.2.226 

Van Dyke, N., Dixon, M., & Carlon, H. (2007). Manufacturing dissent: Labor revitalization, 
union summer and student protest. Social Forces, 86(1), 193-214. 

Veysey, L. R. (1970). The emergence of the American university. University of Chicago Press. 

Warnock, D. M., & Hurst, A. L. (2016). 'The poor kids’ table': Organizing around an invisible 
and stigmatized identity in flux. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 9(3), 261-276. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000029 

We The Protestors. (2015). Executive Summary and Overview. Retrieved May 10, 2021, from 
http://www.wetheprotesters.org/exe-sum-and-overview 

We The Protesters. (2016). The demands. Retrieved May 10, 2021, from 
https://www.thedemands.org 

Westby, D. L., & Braungart, R. G. (1966). Class and politics in the family backgrounds of 
student political activists. American Sociological Review, 31(5), 690-692. JSTOR. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/209 1860 

Whitford, E. (2018, November 6). Seton Hall students occupied administration building in quest 
for institutional change. Inside Higher Ed. 
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2018/1 1/06/seton-hall-students-occupied- 
administration-building-quest-institutional-change 

Yin, D., & Lei, S. A. (2007). Impacts of campus involvement on hospitality student achievement 


and satisfaction. Education, 128(2), 282-294. 


140 


Zilvinskis, J., Morgan, D. L., & Dugan, B. (2020). Measuring institutional effects on student 
activism. Journal of College Student Development, 61(3), 372-378. 


https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2020.0034 


141 


